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FOREWORD 


In 1975 Lebanon was in the throes of a civil war which 


would preoccupy it for a decade. Few had the leisure to talk of the 
consequences of Vatican II. Many other Middle Eastern Catholics 
believed Vatican II was for the Latins; the only consequences they 
sought from the council was freedom to shorten the Liturgy. In this 
climate Archbishop Zoghby proposed to the synod of the Melkite 
patriarchate the project of “double communion” which he describes 
in chapter 14 below. Well received by some, it was presented 
halfheartedly to the Vatican; their response was recorded and the 
whole thing filed away. 

Archbishop Zoghby was not finished. In 1981 he published 
the rational for his proposal and the record of its response in 7ous 
schismatiques? He called it a “livre-choc” (a shock-book), designed 
to stimulate discussion of the issue. While it was praised as a 
“prophetic gesture”, Tous schismatiques? was roundly criticized, 
particularly by other Eastern Catholics, and dismissed as a very 
“personal” (i.e. quirkish) position with little real merit. The Arabic 
translation would be published, not by Melkites, but by the Greek 
Orthodox house, al-Nour. 

In 1983 Archbishop Zoghby published a response to the 
objections the book had surfaced. Several of them, he noted, were 
not objections to his treatment but to his thesis itself. “Neither 
Rome or Orthodoxy would accept this suggestion”, he was told. 
“And you know it, proving you are not serious,” others added. 
Some accused the author of minimizing the doctrinal differences 
between Rome and Orthodoxy, differences which they saw as 
crucial. But the archbishop had contended in Tous schismatiques? 
that these differences appeared only as legitimizers or corollaries of 
the separation between the Churches, not as its cause. 

He was most criticized by other Eastern Catholics for his 
views on Uniatism. Some felt that Uniates were the true 
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ecumenists, because they made a “rupture with the rupture” for the 
sake of unity. Archbishop Zoghby responded, “If our fathers in 
Uniatism wanted to restore Christian unity by this means, they have 
singularly failed in their goal.” Others fell back on questions of 
canonicity in the election of the first Melkite patriarch. The 
archbishop branded this as a false issue. Both Rome and 
Constantinople, he noted, had—or had given themselves—the right 
to intervene in the affairs of other Churches. “Whether hierarchs are 
elected or imposed does not determine the continuity of a Church, 
but rather its fidelity to the legitimate tra-ditions of its Fathers.” 

Others complained that it was the opposition of the 
Orthodox which actually drove the Melkites into becoming a 
separate community. Archbishop Zoghby replied that Rome itself 
admits that its missionaries promoted a separatist spirit among 
those favorable to them, but that this is not the issue. They were 
acting according to the spirit of their time which believed that 
Rome alone was the Church. His point is: do we have the right to 
continue this spirit? 

In the years that followed a number of events occurred 
which indicated a change in the ecumenical climate among the 
various Eastern Churches and between some of them and Rome. 
Over the last 25 years consultations resulting in common 
christological statements have taken place between Chalcedonian 
and non-Chalcedonian Orthodox (1975-1990) and between Rome 
and the non-Chalcedonian Orthodox (1971, 1993) as well as 
between Rome and the (Assyrian) Church of the East (1994). 
These common statements of faith in effect have resolved the 
original disagree-ments centered on the fifth-century councils of 
Ephesus and Chalcedon and paved the way for future unions. 

There has also been some progress in consultations between 
Rome and the Eastern (Byzantine) Orthodox, although these have 
been rendered more complex by the resurgence of the Uniate 
Churches in the formerly Communist countries of eastern Europe. 
The most important result of these consultations has been the so- 
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Foreword 
called “Balamand Statement” of 1993, which states that uniatism 
“can no longer be accepted either as a method to be followed nor as 
a model for the unity our churches are seeking” (912). This 
statement, in effect, endorsed the position on uniatism taken by 
Archbishop Zoghby a generation earlier. 

The Balamand statement also indicated that the Eastern 
Catholic Churches should become parties to the dialogue on both 
local and universal levels “and enter into the theological dialogue, 
with all its practical implications.” (§17). In response to this lead, 
as it were, Archbishop Zoghby, now retired, presented” the 
following statement at the 1995 session of the Melkite Synod of 
Bishops as an indication of how the Melkite Church’s particular 
stance on Christian unity might be expressed: 


“Profession of Faith 


I. I believe everything which Eastern Orthodoxy teaches. 

II. I am in communion with the Bishop of Rome as the first 
among the bishops, according to the limits recognized by 
the Holy Fathers of the East during the first millentum 
before the separation.” 


This profession of faith was signed by the Fathers of the 
Synod, with only two exceptions, and then presented to the Melkite 
Patriarch, Maximos V, and to the Greek Orthodox Patriarch of 
Antioch, Ignatius IV. It was received with interest, not only in the 
Middle East but elsewhere, and became a focus of study by the 
Ukrainian Catholic and Orthodox consultation as well. In 1996 the 
Melkite synod prepared a nine-point proposal for the unification of 
the Greek Catholic and Greek Orthodox patriarchates, which was 
presented to both patriarchs. A joint commission, made up of 
bishops from both synods, was then established to work out the 
path towards this unity. This statement says in part that the Melkite 


bishops: 
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“anxiously look forward to the day when the Melkite 
Greek Catholics and the Greek Orthodox in the Antiochian 
Patriarchate return to being one Church and one 
patriarchate... Concerning the primacy of the Bishop of 
Rome, the Fathers declare that they are inspired by the 
understanding in which East and West lived in the first 
millenium in light of the teachings of the seven ecumenical 
councils, and see that there is no reason for the separation 
to continue because of that primacy.” 

And so, many of Archbishop Zoghby’s prophetic sentiments 
and proposals have become more formally recognized and accepted 
in the Churches which he loves. In testimony to this hierarch’s 
vision and personal leadership this translation is respectfully 
dedicated to Archbishop Elias Zoghby, Architect of Reunion. 

In addition to adding to the original text excerpts of 
Archbishop Zoghby’s “Reponse to Objections” (Beirut, 1983), one 
other significant change has been made: the question mark in the 
title has been removed, in light of the words of Pope John Paul II. 
In a 1979 address in Istanbul’s Latin cathedral, he described the 
separation between the Greeks and Latins as a “distance which the 
two Churches took in regard to each other” (cited in T.F. Stransky, 
J.B. Sheerin, Doing the Truth in Charity, New York, 1982, p. 
187.). This statement acknowledges that mutual responsibility for 
schism rests on all who accept it. And so, as long as we are not 
working to end this separation, we are all schismatics. 

Rev. Fred Saato 
Director of Educational Services 
Diocese of Newton 


INTRODUCTION 


The aim of the author of these pages is to express anguish: 
the anguish of a bishop, at once Eastern and united to the See of 
Rome, and thus one doubly concerned by a rupture that should not 
have occurred, and whose persistence cannot be justified. 

In the eyes of faith, nothing can justify the great schism 
between the Roman Catholic Church and the Orthodox Church, 
both of whom were summoned to create a united Church of Jesus 
Christ. Both segments are equally dear to the heart of God. And 
nothing can justify the new “schism” that occurred within Eastern 
Orthodoxy, leading to the creation of the Eastern Catholic 
Churches (Uniates). One does not repair one schism by causing 
another. 

Roman Catholics and Orthodox suffer from a schism which 
has not prevented them from remaining within their own original 
Church. It is only the “Uniates” who have suffered the 
consequences of two schisms. The latter condemns them to live 
and die outside the Church that gave them the “the faith and the 
way of Jesus Christ”, which has suffered long centuries of 
martyrdom to transmit, intact, the faith of the apostles from 
generation to generation. 

In other words, neither the Roman Church nor the 
Orthodox Church were born from schism. After they separated, 
they have prolonged in their own way the Church of their Fathers in 
the faith. On the other hand, the Eastern Catholic Churches were 
born from a schism engineered by uniatism. It uprooted them from 
Orthodoxy, from the Church of their Fathers, and made them into 
new ecclesiastical communities, new Churches affiliated to the See 
of Rome. Except for their liturgical rites, it recast them in the 
spiritual, ecclesiological and canonical traditions of western, Latin 
Christianity. Still, our western brothers, no matter how fraternal— 
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or, perhaps, paternal—they may be, cannot make us forget our 
brothers closest to us. 

Father Paul Ternant, in his review of the book, Zhe Church 
of the Arabs, by Father Jean Corbon, writes: “Who, as much as we, 
can feel the suffering of these Christians (the uniate Easterners) 
who can partake freely of the same chalice with their most distant 
of brothers in Christ, but cannot do so with their closest brothers 
having the closest of family ties and liturgical traditions.” 

Why did the first schism, the great schism occur between 
the Roman Church and Orthodoxy? And why was a second schism, 
within Eastern Orthodoxy, necessary, leading to the creation of 
Uniate communities? Are they not due to factors that have nothing 
to do with faith? According to Catholic theologians and ecumenists, 
faith and doctrine is essentially the same in Orthodoxy and 
Catholicism. 

These points are the reason for the following pages. 
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1 — TWO COMPLEMENTARY CHURCHES 


Canonically a Melkite Greek-Catholic Bishop, the author 
feels in conscience that he does not belong exclusively to either the 
Roman Church or the Orthodox Church, but to both at the same 
time, even under the threat of being considered schismatic. He 
belongs to both. The two Churches united, constitute the one and 
the same Church of Jesus Christ. The late Patriarch Athenagoras 
on the 28th of October 1967 said, in talking about the meeting he 
had with Pope Paul VI: “Pope Paul VI does not belong only to the 
Roman Catholic Church, he belongs to all the Church of Christ, 
because there 1s only one Church.” 

Cardinal Willebrands, the president of the Secretariat for 
Christian Unity, while discussing the Council of Florence (1439) on 
the occasion of the third centenary of the birth of Mekhitar, stated: 
“Tt is simply sufficient to renew the communion between the two 
parts of the One and Only Church of Christ. At Florence, the 
Eastern faithful were considered as members of one part of the 
same Church, this part with which unity of the hierarchy had to be 
re-established.””’ 

On the occasion of his visit to the Phanar in July 1967, Pope 
Paul VI addressed the following words to Patriarch Athenagoras I: 
“It is incumbent upon the leaders of the Church and their hierarchy, 
to guide the Churches on the path leading to full communion. They 
have to do this while respecting and recognizing one another as 
pastors of that part of the flock of Christ entrusted to their care, to 
help the people of God to grow closer together and to be united, 
while avoiding all that may separate them or introduce confusion 
among them.” Recalling these words of the pope, F. Bouwer 
stated: “By this, Paul VI explicitly recognized that the Orthodox 
and Catholics belong to the same Church, and that consequently the 
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division between them is within the one and only Church of Christ, 
because the pope stated that the hierarchy is in charge of a part of 
the same flock.” 

These words spoken in 1967 by the pope at the Phanar 
seem to suggest that the Roman Church will no longer insist on 
imposing on the other Churches, as a precondition for unity, the 
decrees and definitions promulgated personally by the pope or by 
the Western general councils after the Great Schism. In other 
words, Rome does not consider these to be part of the essential 
deposit of the faith, and hence cannot be considered to be 
obligatory to all. 

Rome and Orthodoxy once reunited, will form the one and 
only Church of Christ. A rejection of one by the other will be a 
rejection of the undivided Body of Christ. All schism separating one 
from the other, from whatever source, will be a schism of the One 
Church, The catholic— that is universal—Church can only be 
constituted by the Roman and Eastern Orthodox Churches reunited, 
especially as neither one can pretend to possess the plenitude of the 
Christian patrimony, spiritual, ascetical, liturgical, patristic and 
doctrinal.” 

The One Church, because of one faith that is substantially 
the same according to ecumenists and theologians, 1s sufficient to 
constitute the basis for inter-communion, already existing in fact, 
between Rome and Orthodoxy. The hierarchs on both sides must 
now consecrate this canonically. 


Faith Essentially the Same Calls For Intercommunion 


“One should not forget that the two sister Churches, Roman 
and Orthodox, have always conserved the essential deposit of faith, 
tradition, the essential structure of the Church, its hierarchy, its 
general sacramentality and each of the sacraments. Later 
differences, even opposite positions have not suppressed their 
original identities, which still remain intact.” 
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Catholic theologians and ecumenists are in agreement that 
the essential truths contained in the apostolic preaching and in 
Patristic tradition, are sufficient for the realization of ecclesiastical 
communion. Here is what Father J.M.R. Tillard, O.P. states: “All 
agreement in matters of faith is not sufficient unless it is identical in 
content to the faith and apostolic preaching held essential in the first 
centuries of the life of the Church.” He then adds, “The possibility 
of renewing a visible unity, can only be refused because of major 
differences and not because of divergences that arose from events 
occurring after the time of the stabilization of the depositum fidei 
within the conscience of the Church.” 

Thus Rome and Orthodoxy are in agreement not only on 
these truths, but also on the ecumenical councils spread over the 
first eight centuries of the Christian era. Father Tillard has 
recommended that: “As a guideline, the following principles must 
pertain; everything that does not destroy by itself the primary object 
of faith, must be recognized as being compatible with a communion 
of faith, until proof of the opposite is demonstrated.” He adds, 
“Diversity in doctrines is not necessarily an expression of a break in 
faith, and could only represent part of the transcendence of faith in 
the face of human knowledge.” 

In a book entitled Romanian Orthodox Theology, edited by 
the Biblical Institute of the Orthodox Mission, we read on page 
275, “During the ecumenical era, the Church never knew true unity, 
but it witnessed to it.” The author continues: “One can repeatedly 
recall the great visions that guided the leaders of the ecumenical 
movement. They are the only ones who can give us today the ideal 
setting for ecumenism, for which Orthodoxy yearns. If one adopts 
as a starting point for the unification of the Churches a respect for 
the apostolic doctrines and adds to this a universal love for one 
another, one can quickly see that this universality constitutes a 
dogmatic unity, in spite of the variety and independence of the local 
Churches.” And later, on page 359: “The Romanian Orthodox 
Patriarch Justinian is guided by one overall principle, namely to 
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realize perfect unity within the greatest possible diversity.”° “Jn 
necessa-riis unitas, in dubiis libertas, in omnibus autem caritas,” 
said St. Augustine. Unity in the necessary things, liberty in doubtful 
things, and in all things charity. 

We can add that the dialogue between the Chalcedonian 
Orthodox and the Non-Chalcedonians conducted during the past 
twenty years, has demonstrated that the differences between them 
have been primarily verbal. 

In a talk delivered by the Armenian Orthodox Patriarch 
Shnork Kalustian on the occasion of the visit of Pope John Paul II 
to Constantinople on the 28th of November 1978, he made the 
following significant remarks: “We are united at least in the 
recognition of the first three Ecumenical. Councils that have given 
us the essential and fundamental truths of the common faith. In 
addition, we have a lot in common relating to the sacraments of the 
Church. All the rest is secondary and is not worthy of causing a 
rupture within the one and only Body of Christ.”” 

On this same occasion, in a homily given by the Pope to the 
faithful at Mass celebrated in the Roman Catholic cathedral of 
Constantinople, he said: “How can one forget the essential points 
of our faith that have found their dogmatic formulations in the 
Ecumenical Councils held in this city and the neighboring cities. ... 
St. Andrew, the first called, patron of the Church of Constantinople 
and his brother, St. Peter, the Chorypheus [Head] of the Apostles, 
who with St. Paul founded the Church of Rome and was its first 
bishop. On the one hand, they remind us of the drama of 
Christianity, the division between the East and the West, yet on the 
other hand, they remind us of the profound reality of the 
communion that already exists, in spite of differences, between the 
two Churches.” 

Cardinal Willebrands stated, on the above-mentioned 
anniversary of the birth of Mekhitar, that this illustrious Armenian 
apostle made no distinction between the more conservative 
Armenians and those who frequented the Latin Churches even 
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before the creation of the Armenian Catholic Patriarchate. He said: 
“Mekhitar was convinced that the Armenian Church, called 
Monophysite, had the same faith of Chalcedon, and that all 
Armenians belonged to one unique Church.” 


Relative Values of Doctrinal Formulations 


One can conclude from what has been presented, that the 
deposit of faith cannot be exclusively presented as doctrine. Its 
various formulations can only have a relative value and can in no 
way exhaust the fullness of faith. Professor Evangelos Theodorou, 
rector of the Greek Orthodox Faculty of Theology at the University 
of Athens said the same thing: “It is well known that due to the 
blind spots of human knowledge, no system of dogmatic 
formulation is capable of systematically collecting and arranging all 
aspects of Revelation. One thus has to underline the fact that 
dogmatic formulations can never exhaust the fullness of faith.””° 

“Even the natural thought processes of man can never be 
fully transmitted by human language in a way that is absolutely 
correct and exhaustive,” says Alexis Stawrowsky.'’ He continues: 
“As many times as dogmatic definitions and formulations are 
rethought, relived and restudied, they can never exhaust the 
substance nor the depth of defined doctrine.” 

Thus is it not wiser to avoid dogmatic definitions to the 
greatest extent possible? And if one 1s obliged to do so—which 
should be very infrequently after the stabilization of the depositum 
fidei—one should do so with Christian modesty, and without a 
priori exclusion of other formulations that could be equally as 
legitimate and maybe even more adequate. It is sufficient for us to 
remember the Coptic, Syrian and Armenian Churches—the so 
called Monophysite Churches—which were anathematized at the 
Council of Chalcedon (451). Has it not taken 15 centuries to 
discover that they have the same faith as the Greek and Latin 
Churches, even though they have formulated it in different ways? 
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This is evident from the common solemn declarations made by their 
hierarchy and Pope Paul VI. Revealed truth can be formulated in 
different ways and in different contexts. Factors such as cultural, 
historical and other situations can influence these formulations 
without changing the Truth, which always remains the same. 

But more than the defined faith, it is the lived faith that 
expresses the authentic religious convictions of the Church. The 
way of living this faith and its practical application in the worship of 
the Church and the celebrations of the Sacraments is its most 
adequate and profound expression. 


Criterion of This Lived Faith 


Here is how Fr. Tillard expressed this reality. “It usually 
happens that an action, an attitude, a custom or way of living 
expresses the faith in a more authentic fashion than the formula of 
faith itself; even though official. All kinds of martyrdom, even the 
daily martyrdom of persecuted Christians, were always considered 
by tradition, to be the supreme forms of the confession of faith.” 

Further on he states: “On another level, the axiom ‘/ex 
orandi, lex credendi’ simply states that the truth of the faith is 
present and expressed in community acts, namely ecclesial and 
cultic acts. It gives particular expressions to symbols, attitudes and 
common ways of self expression and behavior tn the sacramental 
celebrations. All of these ways indicate more concretely the nature 
of faith than do specific formulations and creeds. The dogmatic 
formulations must be interpreted in light of ecclesial practices.”’” 


Criterion of the Lived Faith in Orthodoxy 


If this is so, can we honestly exclude from ecclesiastical 
communion Eastern Orthodoxy, which has lived its faith more 
authentically than all other Christians? It has been subjected 
ceaselessly to martyrdom and daily vexations and privations for the 
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past two thousand years. In the midst of a hostile world it has 
rendered testimony to Jesus Christ and to preserved without 
alteration the deposit of faith entrusted to it. 

Orthodoxy was and still is a suffering Church, a martyr 
Church. Even until the present it 1s living its faith upon a daily 
Calvary. But it is through its sacramental celebrations, the 
Eucharist in particular, that it has discovered a way of facing its 
daily martyrdom. And it is these various liturgies of Orthodoxy— 
the liturgies so richly elaborated by Sts. John Chrysostom, Basil and 
Ephrem on which Orthodoxy has centered its ecclesial life— which 
the Latin Church has utilized in its own liturgical renewal. 

“Lex orandi, lex credendi,” otherwise stated, “This type of 
prayer, this faith”. If this axiom is true, it 1s in Eastern Orthodoxy 
more so than anywhere else, that one has to rediscover the 
authentic and adequate doctrinal formulations that Fr. Tillard spoke 
about. 

How can one then not know this authentic, scourged, 
humbled, and crucified Christianity, sanctifying its members by the 
Passion of Christ. How can we pretend to be and to act like a 
Church without taking into account Eastern Orthodoxy? This 
Eastern Orthodoxy of the “ecumenical”, “infallible” councils cannot 
be ignored, without, at the same time, ignoring evangelical poverty, 
humility, the Beatitudes and ignoring the redemptive value of 
sacrifice, as well as the apostolic and patristic values of the 
Christian tradition. 

Thus we can state that the Mystical Body of Christ which is 
the Church, can not reach its fullness and its catholicity without 
Eastern Orthodoxy. 


Differences Here and There 


Just as faith can be expressed in different ways, it can be 
lived in different ways in the East and the West. These differences 
can be so great, that without a spirit of tolerance, the Churches 
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could accuse one another of heresy. In our country (Lebanon) the 
small number of communicants at an Orthodox Liturgy, except 
during the great feast days, sometimes leaves us wondering, since in 
the Orthodox Churches, just like in the Latin Church, one is taught 
that Eucharistic communion is the necessary complement to the 
liturgical sacrifice. On the other hand certain liturgical practices of 
the Latin Church would stun and scandalize the Orthodox. 
Examples of this are the celebration of three consecutive Liturgies 
on Christmas, celebrated by the same priest on the same altar, some 
of them even private Liturgies. The Orthodox also have difficulties 
in understanding the “solemn benediction of the Blessed 
Sacrament” immediately after the Divine Liturgy during which the 
faithful have received the Body of Christ, and who have already 
been blessed, more than once, by this same benediction during the 
celebration of the Liturgy. 

For the Easterner, it is an aberration and deformation of the 
sense of participation at the Eucharistic sacrifice when one 
distributes to the faithful hosts sanctified at another Liturgy other 
than the one being celebrated at present. This is in spite of 
whatever practical reasons might exist for such a practice. For 
equally practical reasons, the Orthodox have difficulty in 
understanding that one can speak of principal and secondary 
intentions of the Eucharistic sacrifice, intentions with stipends and 
others without. 

These differences on one side or the other, could lead to 
endless discussions between Churches no longer in communion. 
Have not each of these Churches, Roman and Orthodox, after the 
schism, condemned the practices of one another, because they were 
different from their own? Only the reciprocal spirit of charity and 
tolerance can lead to a fraternal exchange of ideas, beneficial to all. 

If on the other hand, these differences in the practice of the 
faith, related to the sacramental life of the faithful and which 
intimately affect their religious ideas, are not an obstacle to 
ecclesiastical communion, then why do we _ subordinate this 
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communion to a prior agreement on certain “truths” such as the 
Filioque, and the Immaculate Conception of the Mother of God. 
These “truths” will always remain part of the mystery of God, thus 
could not the faithful ignore them without harming their salvation? 


To Prolong the Schism Is to Remain in Sin 


The proclaimed and lived faith, essentially the same in spite 
of inevitable but legitimate differences, does not allow us to 
relegate to second place the unity of the Churches, until after 
agreement is reached on items of lesser importance and not 
required for communion. Also to indefinitely postpone the return 
to ecclesial communion until after the discussions at Patmos or 
other places, discussions of differences that theologians state: are 
not incompatible with unity, makes one personally guilty of 
prolonging this schism. The theologians could discuss many of 
these points after the re-establishment of communion in the one 
reunited Church. Otherwise one would only condemn oneself and 
the people of God to live and die in the state of schism within the 
one Church, the undivided Body of Christ. According to the 
thoughts of many, the conflicts that gave rise to the schism were 
not of a doctrinal order, but were instead, mainly of an 
administrative order, a question of authority, to which politics is 
never a stranger. The doctrinal differences were elaborated after 
the separation to justify the rupture already present. Father Jean 
Corbon clearly stated in his book, The Church of the Arabs, that 
“historically, the religious arguments to legitimize the break in 
canonical communion did not appear until later, almost as an 
afterthought.” 

On the occasion of the visit of Pope John Paul II to 
Constantinople, the Armenian Patriarch Shnork Kalustian stated 
while greeting the pope: “Human elements were introduced into 
the Church and spoiled the beauty of the life of communion among 
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brothers. .. Among our Churches the links of unity are much 
stronger than our differences.” * 

On the same occasion, during his visit to the Ecumenical 
Patriarch Demetrios I, Pope John Paul II said: “The visit I am 
undertaking today would have made sense as a reunion in our 
common apostolic faith, allowing us to proceed together towards 
full unity. However, tragic historical circumstances have wounded 
us, especially during this the second millennium of Christianity.””” 

What were these sad historical and cultural differences that 
wounded the unity we had, and what were their repercussions on 
the life of the Church? We will answer this in the following 
chapter. 
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2 —THE SCHISM IS INSTALLED 


Sadly, the rivalries between the Eastern and Western 
empires reached their climax with the crowning of the barbarian 
Charlemagne by Pope Leo III in the year 800. Subsequently, with 
the occupation of Constantinople by the Latins and the destruction 
of the Byzantine Empire, the substitution of a Latin hierarchy for 
local indigenous one, which occurred almost all over the East, 
essentially put an end to communion between Rome and 
Orthodoxy. The reciprocal excommunications signified more than 
a temporary rupture between the two parts of the same Church. It 
signified the rejection of one another as being outside the Church. 
Islam, which had already isolated large sections of the East, favored 
the establishment of two areas of primacy, one being exercised over 
the Christians of the East and the other over the Christians of the 
West. However, the consciousness remained, both in the East as 
well as in the West, of belonging to the same Church of Christ, of 
maintaining communion between the two sections, in spite of their 
differences and serious conflicts. 

From this point on, after the mutual excommunication, the 
idea of two separate and rival Churches became established. The 
Roman Church acted by applying the rights of the victor, just as 
Byzantine Orthodoxy had based itself upon these same rights in its 
behavior in southern Italy three centuries before. 

The crusaders contributed negatively in trying to draw 
together Eastern and Western Christians. “By their way of action, 
the Crusaders made the Latins very unpopular among the Greek 
population, and the destruction of the Byzantine Empire after the 
sack of Constantinople by the Latins and the installation of a Latin 
Patriarch in the capital of this Empire, put to an end all possibilities 
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of entente. It is from this moment on, after 1204, that the schism 
was completed.”’ However, let us remember that acts of 
intercommunion still occurred, in spite of the canonical schism, and 
did not definitively cease until after the creation of the Uniate 
Churches by Rome. 

As we have said repeatedly, in legitimizing the canonical 
schism and the mutual anathemas, emphasis was placed on more 
political and human reasons instead of religious ones. This has led 
to an exaggeration of the doctrinal controversies, which originally 
were a legitimate diversity in the formulation of these doctrines. 


Separate Cultural Evolution 


Each of the Churches, Roman as well as Orthodox, started 
to ignore one another and to evolve separately without taking into 
account the sister Church. On the one hand, the Eastern Churches 
having become a persecuted minority at home, were obliged to 
guard their faith by holding fast to the traditions of the Fathers and 
the doctrines of the Ecumenical Councils. On the other hand, the 
Western Church, in opposition to tradition, developed a scholastic 
approach. It is this scholastic approach, with its taste for research 
and analysis, that was applied to the study of theology and that led 
the Western Church towards the Protestant Reformation and 
towards Rationalism. “The Latins in general, and Rome especially, 
which after all has its own spiritual vocation, has a need to define as 
much as the Eastern Churches have a need not to define.”* The 
East, conscious of the need to preserve its faith during persecution, 
was more aware of the relative values of verbal descriptions when 
applied to formulations of faith, tried to avoid as much as possible 
statements about what God is. They tried to know Him mainly by 
what He is not. Thank God that, on its own since the Schism, 
Orthodoxy did not make dogmatic definitions, in opposition to 
those made unilaterally by the Roman Church, and which have 
made ecumenical dialogue so difficult. 
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Separate Ecclesiastical Evolution 


Simultaneously with the separate cultural evolution applied 
to religious sciences, there was another ecclesi-astical evolution 
that separated the two Churches. In spite of a common 
understanding of the mystery of the Church, two ecclesiastical 
traditions emerged throughout Christian history, one oriental and 
one occidental. From the time of the schism on, these two 
traditions have developed separately and have greatly enlarged the 
abyss separating the Roman Church from Eastern Orthodoxy. The 
West has primarily tended to consider the Church as a whole made 
up of an assembly of local Churches. The East, on the other hand, 
has insisted on the reality of the existence of local and particular 
Churches, united collegially in a fraternity of intercommunion. 
From this derives the concept of a body of bishops, succeeding the 
twelve apostles, fundamentally united by episcopal collegiality, and 
exercising their jurisdiction synodally and conciliarly. On the other 
hand, the Western concept leads to a domineering or primarily a 
monarchical structure, where the Bishop of Rome, conscious of 
being the successor to St. Peter, has assumed a universal primacy, 
independent of the ecumenical councils. 


Why Two Ecclesiologies? 


The Roman and Orthodox Churches have not changed their 
ecclesiologies. Through the centuries these have developed in 
harmony with situations proper to each one of them. What are 
these conditions and particular situations that have led these two 
traditions to develop in one way or the other. 

First, in the West there is only one Apostolic See, namely 
that of Rome, around and under which were assembled the Latin 
Churches, which lived within its sphere of influence. The primacy 
of the Bishop of Rome only reinforced this unity—I would almost 
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say uniformity—since Rome could very naturally impose its will 
over the whole Western world, still uncivilized and mostly pagan. 

In the East on the other hand, there were several Apostolic 
Sees, some of which were mother Churches, each having their own 
liturgical language, its own proper ethos, and its own ancient 
regional culture. Thus, on one side uniformity existed, on the other 
side, diversity. 

Secondly, Christian Hellenism, derived from a pagan 
conception of temporal rulers, saw in the emperor the image of 
God, the representative of Jesus Christ. This Christian Hellenism 
was also adopted and practiced by the Roman Church, at least until 
the Council of Lyons, in spite of certain hesitation on its part. The 
Council of Lyons dealt with the question of union of the two 
Churches with the emperor instead of with the patriarch. This 
Christian Hellenism therefore had linked the fate of the Church to 
that of the empire. Thus the rivalry between Rome and Byzantium 
had repercussions on the relations between the Roman and 
Byzantine Churches, and transformed legitimate doctrinal diversity 
into opposition, hostility and finally schism. After a specific 
moment, Roman primacy was put into the service of a single 
Church. Thus it was that the Eastern Churches, once weakened 
following the expansion of Islam and the destruction of the 
Byzantine Empire following the capture of Constantinople by the 
Latins, found themselves impotent in relation to the Roman Church, 
which armed with very strong arguments, opted for “praestantia 
ritus latini” (the “pre-eminence” of the Latin rite), and disturbed by 
the repercussions caused by the Protestant reformation, pushed to 
the extreme its program of centralization, culminating with the First 
Vatican Council. 

Let us add other factors that have led to the separate 
evolution of the two Christianities, Eastern and Western, namely 
the isolation in which the ancient patriarchates found themselves, 
cut off from the West first by Islam and then by the Turkish 
occupation. These Orthodox Churches, more or less isolated, had 
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to live their own life, independent of the West and of the See of 
Rome which had already become their adversary. Until the 19th 
century they lived on the heritage and traditions of the first 
millennium of Christianity, which was marked by the development 
of an elaborate theology. The sphere of influence of the Bishop of 
Rome, being confined after the schism, to the limits of its own Latin 
patriarchate, the Catholic Church became confused with the Latin 
Church, and the papal role of primacy with his patriarchal role. 

The First Vatican Council with its doctrine of primacy and 
infallibility of the Bishop of Rome, did not arise by spontaneous 
generation. It was instead the culmination of a long-term 
evolutionary process developed separately as a result of the 
Protestant Reformation and the Counter-Reformation. These led 
the Roman Church to develop a very rigid conception for the role 
of Rome. 

In brief, all of these natural, historical and political factors, 
as well as pastoral, created in the East as well as in the West, two 
divergent orientations in their understanding of ecclesiology and 
authority that have prevailed in the governance of the Church. We 
cannot judge the legitimacy or the illegitimacy of either one or the 
other ecclesiologies. One can conceive of these two different 
ecclesiologies in the Church without questioning the faith and 
without altering intercommunion. Up until the eleventh century, 
Rome and Orthodoxy had their proper ecclesiology, at least 
germinally, and unity was not broken. After the separation of the 
two Churches, these different ecclesiologies developed to their 
extremes, can not rediscover their balance in abstract formulations, 
but in the daily practice of a life of communion. This is the only 
way of bringing each of them back to reality that was lived during 
the first millennium, when ecclesiastical communion existed. We 
will come back to this later on. 
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“To fight effectively against the dangers of the Protestant 
Reformation,” wrote Father E. Lanne, “ecclesial unity became more 
and more identified with unity, not only in faith, but also in 
theology and the uniform organization of canon law and ritual. A 
theology of ‘sister Churches’ was no longer considered. This 
uniformity was brought about by drawing more closely together— 
in a very strict manner—all those who bore the name of Christians, 
to help defend them against heresies, to unite them against the 
Moslems, and to announce the Gospel to the new lands and 
territories conquered by those nations still Catholic. This was a 
politic of defense and of compensation for the loses suffered after 
the Protestant reformation.”’ The consequence of this was Roman 
centralization and latinization. 

From now on, the theology of the local Church, synodal 
rule, ecclesiastical autonomy and autocephaly, and unity considered 
as intercommunion among local Churches, all of these principles— 
native to the Churches of the East which had practiced them during 
the millennium of a united Christianity—were opposed by the 
Roman Church, which sought to impose, in the name of the victor, 
a pyramidal type of unity, with the absolute authority of the Bishop 
of Rome at the apex. This led to a centralization and latinization of 
the Universal Church, almost to the extent of a monopoly. 

Cardinal Willebrands, at the previously mentioned 
celebration of the birth of Mekhitar, stated in a conference that he 
gave in Venice on October 23, 1977: “The Crusaders, traditionally 
inspired and encouraged by the Papacy, imposed a military and 
political solution upon the division of the Christians between East 
and West.” 
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Monopoly of the Church of Christ 


In this conception only one Church was fully “the Church”, 
namely Rome. Father Y. Congar wrote that this was held “...as 
early as Pope Leo IX (1048-1054), who said that all that is decisive 
in the life of the Churches and even the quality of the Church itself, 
comes from the Roman Church.”” Again, G. Alberigo stated: “The 
Roman Church has established itself, at a certain period of time, as 
the epitome of Roman ecclesiastical communion and of communion 
between the Churches of the world. This example is a substantial 
negation of communion as was seen and realized in the first 
millennium of Christianity, whether East or West.”* 

This supplements what Fr. E. Lanne stated: “After the 
disappearance of the Byzantine Empire, the Eastern Churches 
remained as isolated islands in a large Roman ocean. Even at the 
time of the Crusaders they had difficulty in admitting that they were 
a Church in the theological sense, how much more was it so when 
there was no political power around them to represent them?” Fr. 
Lanne then continues: “In the Roman communion, with its 
worldwide dimensions, the ancient Eastern Churches no longer 
have a place.”” 

In the same way, the non-Chalcedonian Christians of the 
Near East, after having suffered at the hands of the Byzantines, had 
also to suffer this immense overwhelming presence of the Romans, 
which culminated in their fragmentation to the benefit of Uniatism. 

Father Y. Congar has further confirmed this monopolization 
of the Churches of Christ by the medieval Roman Church. “It is 
evident that in the spiritual atmosphere of the Crusades, and with 
little or no historical sense or an understanding of the differences, 
the Latins considered their tradition to be the tradition of the 
Church, their rules and regulations as those of the Apostles and 
Fathers, and that their practical behavior was often a negation of 
the existence and legitimacy of a tradition and rite, of an Eastern 
Church. Concrete measures to subordinate the Greeks to the Latins 
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can be seen in the decrees of Innocent III and Innocent IV, which 
very sadly resemble the situation created by colonization, so that 
the local hierarchy, more or less still in residence, were supervised 
by persons of the occupying forces.”® 


Enforced Latinization 


The Roman Church took itself to be the only legitimate 
Church, and thus it felt to be its pastoral duty to share its rite, its 
canon laws, its theology and its morals with all the inhabited 
universe. The Crusaders, under the supervision of Rome, even 
imposed, in addition to their traditions, Latin patriarchs and bishops 
on the Eastern Christian dioceses. Full of apostolic zeal, the Latin 
missionaries imposed the Latin rite, the only rite of the Roman 
Catholic Church, outside of which “there was no salvation.” Later, 
not being able to latinize the Christian East, Rome tried to gradually 
absorb it, by creating Eastern rite Catholic Churches. In almost all 
places, this attempt was a failure. 

Some examples will serve well at this point. India and 
Ethiopia were subjected to severe latinization in the Middle Ages. 
After Pope Alexander VI “divided the New World” between Spain 
and Portugal, the Indian sub-continent, populated by the Christians 
of Malabar, was forcibly latinized with the installation of a 
Portuguese Archbishop of Goa, a certain Catalan Jesuit. Another 
Jesuit, Alphonso Mendez, was named Patriarch of Ethiopia in 1622, 
and pursued a policy of forcible conversions.’ Which Jesuit today 
would accept such an honor? 

Such extremes passed with time, but the underlying attitude 
remained. Just about one half century ago, the Melkite Greek 
Catholic Patriarchal Vicar in Egypt requested from the Jesuits in 
charge of the Holy Family College in Cairo that their students of the 
Greek rite be permitted to recetve Communion once a year at 
Easter in their own Melkite parish churches. Not only was this 
request turned down, but it was the beginning of the bishop’s 
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difficulties and his subsequent departure from Egypt. How times 
have changed! Other times, other ways of behaving! 

If history and exigencies of time have created within the 
Roman Church the necessity of evolving in the direction of extreme 
centralization, and to guide the destinies of the Western Church, so 
as to be able to defend its faithful against the eventual attacks of 
heresy, we have no reason to judge them. On the other hand, to 
persist in reserving to itself the attributes of the fullness of the 
Church, and in extending its dominance over the Eastern Churches, 
is to continue to ignore the long centuries of common life with 
Eastern Orthodoxy, who have given to the world numerous saints 
and Fathers of the Church, and who have transmitted to us, through 
Ecumenical Councils, or outside of them, the fundamental doctrines 
of Christian faith, This same Eastern Orthodoxy maintained its 
communion with the Church of Rome during the first millennium, 
without giving up its pioneering and leadership role in the Church 
and in the conciliar gatherings. To put them now under subjugation 
and to deny to them the attributes of a Church is to perpetuate the 
schism and to assume full responsibility for its continuation, just as 
it was the Roman Church which split Eastern Orthodoxy and is 
responsible for the creation of the uniate Churches. 
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The major drawback of Uniatism is the fact that it 
definitely and finally established the schism between the Roman 
Catholic Church and Orthodoxy. It did this by creating a Catholic 
hierarchy in parallel to the Orthodox hierarchy. The mission of 
Uniatism was to recruit and convert faithful from the ranks of 
Orthodoxy. Before this duplication of the hierarchy, the canonical 
split between the faithful Christians of the East and the West did 
not prevent the Roman Church and Orthodoxy from maintaining 
close relations in many places, including real ecclesiastical 
communion, a sort of double communion. 

During the centuries of communion and before the schism 
between Pope Nicholas I and Patriarch Photius (863-879) and 
before the mutual excommunication between Cardinal Humbert and 
Patriarch Michael Cerularius, there were, for varying periods of 
time, breaks in this communion, but which did not lead to canonical 
schism. This same situation held true after the great schism, 1n that 
the bridges connecting the two Churches were not definitely cut, so 
much so that Cardinal Willebrands could state that the Council of 
Florence (1439) was assumed to be a council of reconciliation, 
based on the premise that the people of God on both sides were still 
united ecclesiastically. After the Council of Florence, where the 
attempts to re-establish union had failed, concrete acts indicating 
canonical communion still existed, bridging the separation. 
Uniatism, of which we will speak about in greater detail later on, 
put an end to whatever remained of this communion. 
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The Schism Becomes Dogmatized 


The Roman Church defined primacy at Vatican I as a 
function of juridical authority rather than a theology of communion. 
This should not surprise us, given the fact that this definition was 
the culmination and consecration of a secular ecclesiastical policy, 
one of domination, centrali-zation and absorption. To understand 
the spirit of contradiction that exemplified this councilor assembly, 
we simply have to remember the following significant fact: The 
Melkite Greek Catholic Patriarch Gregory Youssef, who had taken 
part in the Council, did not want to sign these acts because the 
“doctrine” of Roman primacy and infallibility were defined in terms 
that were strange to the Eastern tradition, which had repeatedly 
insisted on episcopal collegiality and a synodal and patriarchal 
organization. After prolonged hesitation, the patriarch finally 
signed the document after adding a reservation maintaining the 
rights and privileges of patriarchs. 

However, at the moment the venerable patriarch was taking 
his leave from Pope Pius IX, the pope, seated on his throne, shook 
the head of the Eastern hierarch with his knee and said festa dura 
(stubborn, stubborn). This fact was reported a few years later to 
Rome by the then reigning Melkite patriarch protesting against the 
proposal to canonize Pius IX. 


The Primacy is Accepted by Orthodoxy Without Its Excesses 


The Eastern Churches recognized the primacy of the Bishop 
of Rome, while refusing his interference in their internal affairs. 
They used to occasionally call upon him as “a moral authority 
above and beyond all others, but not as a juridical authority or as 
one imposed upon them by an intrinsic right.”’ In cases of 
difficulties or disagreements, the universal arbitrator was called 
upon, considering his exceptional role as elder brother, the Bishop 


of Rome. 
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“The right to call upon the pope, a right which resulted in 
his primacy, was put into practice in Byzantium, and officially 
recognized at a Synod in 861,” according to F. Dvornik. On the 
same page, he states: “Photius defended the autonomy of his 
Church, but he, together with his faithful, accepted the primacy of 
the holy apostolic See of Rome.”” 

Commenting upon the act of Pope Paul VI kissing the feet 
of Metropolitan Meliton of Chalcedon, following a Eucharistic 
Liturgy in Rome, the Ecumenical Patriarch Demitrios I stated: “By 
this act. . . Paul VI surpassed the pope and has proven to the 
Church and to the world, what a Christian bishop should be, and 
especially the first bishop in Christianity, the Bishop of Rome. He 
has demonstrated what he can be, namely a force of reconciliation 
that unites the Church and the world”. Dr. Evangelos Theodorou, 
Rector of the Greek Orthodox Faculty of Theology in Athens, 
commented upon the words of the patriarch saying: “These words 
of the patriarch show that the Orthodox, accept the primacy of 
Rome as it was understand in the first millennium of Christianity: 
Rome is the first See of Christianity even for the Eastern Orthodox, 
the cathedra which presides in the service of charity.”° 

Nevertheless, Orthodoxy has always refused the arbitrary 
interference into its internal affairs by the Bishop of Rome, and in 
the ways such primacy was exercised. In his book, The Church of 
the Arabs, Fr. Jean Corbon states, on page 193, that the Eastern 
Churches have never contested the particular charisms of the 
Church of Rome, although they have rejected the ways in which 
these charisms have been exercised. “The rejected modalities can 
be summarized as follows: Latin uniformity, Roman cen-tralization, 
universal juridicism, and interference in the internal affairs of 
particular Churches, except in cases of arbitration and 
co-responsibility in the service of faith and charity. If now, the 
Church of Rome gives up these modalities and renews a behaviour 
compatible with communion, all can be fundamentally resolved.” 
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It is a pity that the popes, who have always defended the 
West against the East, are now viewed as enemies of the East 
instead of arbitrators. This was especially made evident after the 
crowning of Charlemagne and the creation of a rival empire to 
Byzantium. 


Conflicts of Authority Should Not Exclude Communion 


Not only the people of God, but I also don’t think that the 
question of authority as understood and exercised by the Roman 
Church, should be imposed upon other Churches as a pre-condition 
to intercommunion. 

For whatever reason, the question of Roman primacy was 
understood differently in the East and the West during the first 
millennium. It sometimes caused conflicts between the religious 
leaders. But it was never considered to be an article of faith that 
could lead to a canonical rupture between the two Churches. The 
Eastern and Latin Fathers of the Ecumenical Councils did not let a 
trace of doctrine appear, without having scrutinized it minutely, and 
finally would adopt a clear and unchanging position about it. It was 
clear, that they were never stopped, in Council, on the question of 
Roman primacy, and never thought it was necessary to make this an 
article of faith. 

The great schism was never, on one side or the other, a 
schism with the Church due to a misunderstanding of the limits of 
the authority of the bishop of Rome. Instead, it was a schism 
between two particular Churches, one Latin and one Orthodox, due 
principally to political rivalries already existing between them. 
Orthodoxy never was conscious of having separated itself from the 
Church, but only from the Latin Church, or in other words with the 
Latin patriarchate of the West, which was presided over by the 
Bishop of Rome. This latter, in fact, forgetting his primatial role of 
presiding in charity, behaved as if he were only responsible for the 
Western Church, exclusively defending its temporal interests, to the 
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detriment of the Eastern Churches. It was as Patriarch of the West 
that he crowned Charlemagne as Holy Roman Emperor, and later 
on, following the occupation of Constantinople by the Latins, 
substituted Latin patriarchs and bishops for the legitimate hierarchs 
of the Eastern Sees. Thus, it could no longer be a question of 
universal primacy. “The medieval papacy,” wrote the late 
ecumenist Father Maurice Villain, “is branded: It attached itself 
exclusively to the Latin West and Latin civilization, and showed 
itself hostile to the Byzantine East.” 

The canonical split was thus unrelated to papal primacy or 
to the primatial powers of the Bishop of Rome. It was a split 
between Latins and Greeks. Pope Paul VI so stated in a message 
that was read to the delegates commemorating the seventh 
centenary of the Council of Lyons. In enumerating the objectives 
of this council he stated, “the moral reform of the Church, the 
reestablishment of unity between Greeks and Latins, as well as 
peace between the people.” 

After the schism, the question of primacy assumed such 
proportions in the West, especially as a reaction to the 
Reformation, that it was elevated to the status of a dogma by the 
Latin Church at Vatican I. One can no longer join together around 
the Eucharistic banquet of Christ, if one is not, at first, united 
around the Bishop of Rome, as if the papacy were the sum of and 
the source of ecclesiastical communion. Patriarch Athenagoras 
recognizing the substantial identity of doctrine between Orthodoxy 
and the Latin Church, and powerful uniting impulse of the 
sacrament of unity, stated: “Let us first reassemble ourselves 
around the Eucharist, then it will be much simpler for us to unite.” 


First Among Equals? 


Father P. Duprey in an article published in Unite Chretienne 
in October 1972, tried to draw the Churches closer, as relating to 
Roman primacy and the Orthodox statement primus inter pares or 
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first among equals. He stated that ecclesial authority is considered 
in the West in juridical categories, while in the East, it is primarily 
considered in sacramental categories. Thus the statement primus 
inter pares means to the Orthodox an equality between the pope 
and other bishops in the sacramental order, since both Catholics and 
Orthodox admit that there is no order in the Church which is 
hierarchically superior to the episcopate. All the bishops, including 
patriarchs and popes, are equal as bishops. For the Orthodox, this 
statement does not exclude the fact the pope has certain rights that 
other bishops do not have, because their own patriarchs, who also 
are first among equals, have certain powers that their other bishops 
do not have. There is nothing that will prevent the Orthodox 
admitting that the pope as primus inter pares can have certain 
rights that the bishops of the Universal Church have not. This 1s 
similar to the patriarch, first among equals in his patriarchate, who 
has certain rights the other bishops do not have. 

Thus, the rights reserved to the Bishop of Rome must, 
according to us, be defined in common accord by the Roman and 
Orthodox Churches. These points must be settled by the reunited 
Church, since they must never become an essential part of the 
deposit of faith, and be considered an absolutely essential 
prerequisite for canonical communion. 

As long as primacy has not ceased being a question of 
juridical authority, instead of becoming a primacy of charity, and as 
long as the Roman Church continues to use for its governance the 
principles and procedures used by civil society, a process of 
absorption—such as is used on the Eastern Catholic Churches 
today—will continue to replace communion. This kind of primacy 
will still remain the principle obstacle to Christian unity. 


Primacy of Honor 


A synodal and patriarchal encyclical, issued by Patriarch 
Dimitrios of Constantinople for the commemoration of the 
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sixteenth centenary of the Second Ecumenical Council, specifically 
mentioned its third canon which stated: “The Bishop of 
Constantinople will have the primacy of honor after the Bishop of 
Rome, because this city is the New Rome.” The Encyclical stated 
that this canon did not attribute to the Bishop of Constantinople a 
simple honor or precedence. “On the contrary, it was a recognition 
of the hierarchical and ecclesiastical situation as it was lived in the 
Fast. ... a situation in which the Church of Constantinople was 
called upon to offer itself as a witness, a service and a 
communion.” 

In a speech commemorating this Council, the Metropolitan 
Chrysostomos stated, “For the Church of Constantinople, this 
canon affirmed the nature and extent of its responsibilities and 
Services. And this, so that the unity of Orthodoxy could be served 

Thus, if the role of the Church of New Rome entails a 
certain responsibility, witness, and a service of unity for Orthodoxy, 
its role could not be simply one of a primacy of honor or of 
precedence. So much more so when one considers the Bishop of 
Rome, recognized by Orthodoxy as the first of all. 
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OF THE WEST 


The general councils of the West, particularly Vatican I, 
are only obligatory for the Latins. In review, and as the theologians 
and ecumenists agree, the faith is essentially the same in the Roman 
Church and in Orthodoxy. However, we also have to agree that 
doctrine elaborated after the schism by one side or the other, cannot 
be part of what is essential in this faith. 

During the second millennium, the Roman Church has held 
councils called “general” in which Orthodoxy did not participate, 
because it was not in communion with Rome. These councils, 
including Vatican I and II, as well as the Marian definitions 
pronounced ex cathedra by the Bishop of Rome, cannot form part 
of this common deposit of faith of the universal Church. Neither 
are they essential for ecclesial communion, because these “truths” 
thus defined are of lesser importance. According to Father Tillard 
“they do not have but a second rank in the hierarchy of truth.”’ On 
the other hand, they do not concern the Eastern Churches, since 
they did not participate in their elaboration. Equally true is that the 
statements and decrees adopted unilaterally by Orthodoxy, only 
oblige them. 

Once again we would like to quote Father Tillard, who is a 
specialist on this subject. “The decisions of the General Councils 
held in the West, even before the Reformation, are not that 
important. In spite of the fact that these latter councils were 
approved by the Bishop of Rome, the absence of a large number of 
bishops—particularly the Orthodox bishops who were recognized 
by the Catholic Church as having episcopal authority and an 
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authentic ecclesial responsibility given by the Spirit—prevented 
giving these councils the same breadth and authority as the councils 
of the first centuries of the Church. The fact of the split between 
the Churches has an effect upon the authority over decisions 
especially affecting the faith. The Catholic Church cannot insist on 
a complete accord on these defined dogmas, defined by the Western 
Church alone, especially when the East is reticent to accept them.” 
Father Tillard continues, “Declarations by the Roman 
magisterium—even those presented as ex cathedra— have a second 
rank in the hierarchy of truth.”” As a matter of fact, the content of 
the two “dogmas” defined by the Bishop of Rome, speaking ex 
cathedra, clearly shows that they do not play a major role in the 
depositum fidei. In any case, not accepting a definition made 
unilaterally by one or the other Church, does not necessarily mean 
not accepting the truths so defined and automatically adhering to an 
opposite error. The Eastern Churches speak of theologoumena. 
What they refuse is the unilateral impo-sition of these doctrines 
defined by the Roman Church in their absence, and considered to be 
essential dogmas. 

Metropolitan Ignatios Hazim, now the Greek Orthodox 
Patriarch of Antioch, stated in a conference given in Vienna in 1978 
at the Pro Oriente Foundation: “This distinction between the 
fundamental faith, necessarily accepted by all the apostolic 
Churches, and its legitimately different ways of formulation 
depending upon the individual Churches, also includes another 
distinction. There exists in history, major Councils called 
Ecumenical, which are accepted by all the Churches because they 
participated in them and approved them. There are however, other 
councils pertaining to a single patriarchate. In these case, those 
Churches that have not participated cannot be considered, ipso 
jure, excommunicated. These other Churches can accept the 
legitimacy of the dogmatic formulations elaborated upon by local 
councils, as long as they recognize in the decisions part of the 
fundamental kerygma. However this does not mean that these 
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other Churches must accept the decisions, even as 
theologoumena.”” 

But already in 1136, Metropolitan Nicodemus of Nicomedia 
had written: “When the Roman Church together with the western 
bishops are united in a council but without us, it is only just that 
their bishops accept these decrees with the veneration to them. ... 
We however, even though we are not in disagreement with them 
about the catholic faith, how can we accept these decisions since 
we have not also held our councils at the same time. Nor can we 
accept decisions that were taken without our advice, and about 
which we know nothing.” 

Pope Paul VI stated in a message that was delivered in 
Lyons in 1974, commemorating the seventh centenary of its council 
that; “the Council of Lyons was the sixth of the general synods held 
in the West’. In presenting this, did he not mean that one should 
not impose on the East that which the Western Church decided or 
defined unilaterally?* 

The pope also stated, in this same message, the following 
passage taken from the Decree on Ecumenism of Vatican II, namely 
that the dialogue must start again from the point at which it was 
interrupted. This new beginning must not be conditioned by what 
one or the other Churches had carried out or defined in the absence 
of the other. The pope asked in effect that those working in 
ecumenism “give consideration, when necessary, to particular 
conditions that gave birth and growth of the Eastern Churches, and 
the nature of the relationship that existed between them and the See 
of Rome before the separation.” 

It is important to add to the preceding that, since the Great 
Schism and the turmoil that it created, episcopal collegiality has lost 
a lot of its rights in the general Councils of the West. These rights 
have been taken up by the sovereign authority of the pope and his 
curia. Marcel Pacaut, writing about the Council of Lyons, states: 
“The councilar assembly in session does not discuss the issues. 
There is no debate, no opposing views. They listen to the proposed 


39 


We Are All Schismatics! 


documents and approve them. The Council of Lyons is like all the 
following Councils since the twelfth century, namely an assembly to 
listen to pontifical decisions, instead of being a parliament.” 

It is good that Eastern Orthodoxy is still around with its 
collegial structure, to help the Roman Church in rehabilitating its 
Own episcopacy and to preserve in the Church of God the principal 
of episcopal collegiality, to which we owe the Ecumenical Councils 
and this marvelous spiritual and doctrinal edifice that our Fathers in 
the faith created. 


The Triple Role of the Bishop of Rome 


The pope has a triple role: he is the Bishop of Rome, the 
Patriarch of the West and the Primate of the Universal Church. 
Most of the difficulties arising between the Rome and the Eastern 
Catholic Churches proceeds from a confusion of these three roles. 
When the pope presides at an assembly of bishops in his Roman 
diocese, he is functioning as the Bishop of Rome. The decisions 
arising from such an assembly only oblige the Diocese of Rome. If 
the pope presides over an assembly of the bishops of the West, he is 
doing so as Patriarch of the West. If this assembly is called a 
council, it is a General Council of the patriarchate of the West or 
the Latin Church. The decisions, decrees and definitions resulting 
from such an assembly can only oblige the Latins. All assemblies 
grouping together bishops of the Diocese of Rome or the 
Patriarchate of the West, and presided over by the pope, 1s an 
assembly of a particular Church, and thus it is not ecumenical nor 
infallible. 

It is not the fact that a meeting of Latin bishops from all 
countries of the world and of all colors, that makes a council 
ecumenical or universal. It is only the presence of representatives 
of all the Christian patrimony, both Latins and Orthodox, that 
makes a Council ecumenical and infallible. Such a council is 
presided over by the pope and gathers together bishops from the 
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East as well as the West. The common and undivided tradition 
constitutes a source of all decrees and definitions and confers upon 
them their catholicity. It is for this reason that assemblies held by 
the Western Church alone after the schism were qualified as general 
councils of the West, or Latin councils, and are not a continuation 
of the Ecumenical Councils of the first millennium. It was Robert 
Bellarmine, S.J., who, in the 17th century, first classified them 
among the Ecumenical Councils. He did this for a special reason. 
As Father Y. Congar stated: “While Torquemada still insisted on a 
role for the patriarchs and general councils, Bellarmine totally 
rejected this as a criterion for ecumenicity and insisted on the 
authority of the pope alone, since for him as well as for many 
others, there is only one Church that is fully Church, and that is the 
Roman Church.” 

In brief, the councils that the Roman Church has held since 
the Great Schism and which reflect the doctrines of a particular 
Church, i.e. the Latin Church, as well as the ex cathedra Marian 
definitions, and which therefore, do not a primary role in the 
depositum fidei, cannot prevent the Roman and Orthodox Churches 
being in agreement over the truths and apostolic preachings that 
were considered to be essential in the early centuries for the life of 
the Church. These agreements were accepted during the first 
millennium of Christianity, before the Schism, and were deemed 
sufficient to renew ecclesial communion, and which later 
divergences could not destroy. 

Otherwise one could not understand how the Ecumenical 
Patriarch Athenagoras could talk of One Church, and how Vatican 
II recommended to ecumenists to take into account the 
relationships that existed between the Roman and Orthodox 
Churches before the Schism. One also could not understand how 
Pope Paul spoke of “general Councils of the West” when talking 
about the Council of Lyons, and how Pope John Paul II talked 
about the “essential articles” of our faith, formulated in common by 
the Ecumenical Councils. Finally one can understand how 


4) 


We Are All Schismatics! 

theologians and ecumenists can talk today about the essential 
doctrines of faith which are the same in the Orthodox and Roman 
Churches. 


The Uniates at Vatican I and II Did Not Represent Orthodoxy 


The fact that Uniate hierarchs took part in the Councils of 
Vatican I and II, does not make these Councils ecumenical and 
infallible. Many of these hierarchs, because of their quasi-Latin 
formation and their desertion of Orthodoxy, could only be 
questionable representatives of the Eastern Tradition, and the 
Orthodox Churches could never accept to be represented by them. 
The Roman Church recognizes, in fact, that the Uniate hierarchs do 
not represent Eastern Orthodoxy, and cannot substitute for 
Orthodoxy in any of the assemblies. It treats the Orthodox with 
exceptional honors and regards them as equals. We only need to 
remember the manner in which Rome treats us, and the Latin laws 
that it imposes upon us, to recognize that we are not the lure to 
attract the Orthodox on the path to unity. Rome has also made it 
clear that our status is only provisional, and that unity with the 
Orthodox will be built on other pedestals. 
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6—THE OBSESSION WITH PRIMACY 


The use of a “truth” and the exercise of a “right” have to 
be submitted to certain norms. Thus, St. Paul forbade the 
Christians of Corinth to eat meat sacrificed to idols, a “truth” which 
was permissible by itself and thus became a “right”, and this caused 
scandal to other Christians whose conscience was offended by such 
an act. 

Thus, the Roman Church knows full well that the primacy 
of the Bishop of Rome, developed by the Roman Church separated 
from the Eastern Churches and developed according to the needs of 
the Roman Church and its historical evolution, constitutes a scandal 
to Orthodoxy. The dogma of Roman primacy was finally defined at 
Vatican I and has been used on the Eastern Catholic Churches. It 
has been cited on almost every page of the decrees of Vatican II, 
and is the result of centuries of domination, oppression and 
monopolization of the Church of Christ. 

As a matter of fact, the Eastern Orthodox never suspected 
such a development of Roman primacy. “I believe,” stated Msgr. 
Batiffol, “that the East never fully understood this primacy. It did 
not see what Rome and the West saw in it, namely a continuation of 
the primacy of St. Peter. ... The East never understood the 
continuation to perpetuity of St. Peter in the Bishop of Rome. St. 
Basil ignored it; so did St. Gregory of Nazianzus; so did St. John 
Chrysostom. The authority of the Bishop of Rome, is an authority 
of one occupying the first rank, but the East cannot see that it is an 
authority of divine right.”’ Msgr. Batiffol thus proposes that Rome 
authoritatively intervenes in the East only as an arbitrator of 
universal communion and a judge of causae majores.’ Equally, 
Father Maurice Villain stated that: “The East generally did not 
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recognize a primacy by divine right instituted by Christ and 
descending upon Peter and his successors.” 

May the Church of Rome, whatever its private convictions 
are concerning the extent of its powers, not shock the Easterners 
and disturb their consciences. For the sake of reestablishing 
communion, it should suspend what it considers to be its rights to 
the degree it can without betraying a tradition of two millennia. 
Long centuries of ecclesiastical communion had permitted the 
Roman and Orthodox Churches to collaborate, to resolve their 
problems and to hold Ecumenical Councils that defined the 
fundamental truth of the doctrines of the Apostles and Fathers, 
without having recourse to Vatican I and the primacy and 
infallibility of the Bishop of Rome. 

Rome does not have the right to do violence to the 
conscience of Eastern Christians at a time when “it is more difficult 
for the Orthodox Churches to find their spiritual and intellectual 
strength and even their material well being. At present they need a 
process of interior renovation and a universal ecclesial support, 
because the great majority of their Churches and faithful are forced 
to live and to fight for their existence, even for their faith, in face of 
the open jaws of a demon ready to devour them.”* This being so, it 
would be inhuman to impose upon them the yoke of a western 
council such as Vatican I, which 1s so strange to their Eastern 
traditions. Imposing this upon Orthodox Christianity, which in its 
totality “has never consciously believed that it has cut its links with 
its proper past or with the apostolic tradition, and which has never 
renounced any of its living traditions, is inhuman.”” 

“If food is a cause of my brother’s falling, I will never eat 
meat again, lest I cause my brother to fall.” (1 Cor. 8:13) “So faith, 
hope and love abide, these three; but the greatest of these is love.” 
(1 Cor. 13:13) Love is communion. 
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Grace is grafted onto nature. It is time that the Churches 
understand this vital point. As long as there is an East and a West, 
there will be different customs within Church of Jesus Christ that 
are irreducible, even though legitimate and complimentary. This 
relates to their understanding of and their living the Christian 
Mystery. Acceptance of this reality by an opening of the heart and 
spirit, must become a source of joy and of communion in Jesus 
Christ Our Lord. 

We have not just stated that the salvation of souls only 1s 
important, and that can be accomplished in one Church or the 
other. As long as there is a social, intellectual and moral life, 
religious life assumes human values proper to each group of people, 
since it engages that which is most profound and intimate in the 
human being. It is certain that the Holy Spirit acts all over, but 
being Himself the origin of human values, He can only act through 
human beings to lead them to their temporal and eternal destiny. In 
order to form the Image of Christ in them, he borrows their own 
proper image and deifies it. 

Thus, ordinarily grace is grafted upon the works of nature. 
It is not true that Christians from all over the world can indifferently 
be Latins or Greeks, Syrians or Copts. To become all for all, the 
Son of God, unlimited in His infinite richness, was made Man, and 
is incarnated in each people, assuming their temperament, their 
culture, their traditions, in one word, their proper soul. On their 
part, each people reproduce in their own image and likeness the 
Son of God, giving Him his physical traits and his skin color, as can 
be seen in the religious art of each country. Jesus Christ can only be 
African in Africa, Chinese in China, Arab among the Arabs, and 
Roman in Rome. And no Christian can fully live his faith and testify 
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to Our Lord Jesus Christ among his own people, by using imported 
Christianity. 


To Refuse Diversity Is to Refuse Unity 


It is because of not having admitted legitimate diversity, that 
the Roman and Orthodox Churches still do not live in communion. 
This is in spite of the fact that the conflicts that led to this have long 
since ceased to exist, and were due primarily to human and political 
conflicts and not religious ones. These conflicts were the cause of 
the schism, and further conflicts after the schism have deepened the 
division. 

Humbert of the Romans, Superior General of the newly 
created Order of Preachers reported in his Opus Tripartitum, that 
Pope Gregory X, on the eve of the Council of Lyons (which was 
supposed to have reestablished the unity between the Greeks and 
the Latins) told him the following: Varietas mater est in initium 
discordiae (“Variety is the origin and mother of discord.”)’ 

The evangelists, on the other hand, all of whom came from 
the Near East, and from the same human culture and the same era, 
wrote of and interpreted the same life and the same teachings of the 
Master. They did this in different ways, but complemented one 
another. Each one retained what impressed him the most, and 
interpreted this according to his temperament, his character and his 
culture. The Church has recognized the legitimacy of this diversity 
of expression and reception of the same message. It has accepted 
into its Canons the four Evangelists, attributing to them the same 
honors. The Church saw in these complementary books, one 
Gospel of Our Lord Jesus Christ. 

Therefore, why don’t the Roman and Orthodox Churches, 
so complementary and necessary for the integrity and universality of 
the Christian patrimony, no longer oppose and exclude one another, 
and thus build on their unity in diversity? Why have they not 
overcome all sources of division that are so human and so natural? 
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At the level of supernatural grace, the natural must not establish the 
law, especially when it goes counter to the work of God. The men 
of the Church must be the first to surpass human nature. The 
Churches must not, and should not, tolerate their differences. They 
did not want to admit that the other side, in whatever action taken, 
did what they wanted to do. Each side had wanted to impose on 
the other its manner of seeing, acting and even praying. Flush with 
the victory of the Crusaders, the Latins wanted to impose upon the 
Easterners their Church life, canons and hierarchs. The Easterners, 
during the time of Photius and Cerularius, based their polemics by 
condemning Latin usages. All of this appears today as a sin. Since 
a sin has to be denounced and repented, once grace has opened our 
eyes to it, restitution 1s due. The Churches have denounced their 
sins, their intolerance, their rivalries, their less than human 
behaviour, and the schism itself. Do they thus have the right to 
postpone indefinitely the reparation for such sins by renewing that 
which was severed, namely unity and communion? 


In What Diversity Do We Rejoice? 


In a homily preached on the occasion of the seventh 
centenary of the Council of Lyons, Cardinal Jean Willebrands said: 
“In a talk delivered at the Phanar in Constantinople on the 25th of 
July 1967, Paul VI, just as he stated in other meetings with Eastern 
Patriarchs, outlined not only the possibility, but also the importance 
of recognizing the identity of faith in spite of different vocabularies, 
different theologies, and even different ways of expressing this 
faith. This allows for a healthy plurality, necessary for unity. 
Respect for these different mentalities and cultures, is expressed by 
different customs which progressively led to the creation of the 
different canonical traditions of the Churches.” 

Summarizing statements of the last few popes, indicates the 
necessity and the beauty of diversity within unity. One then has to 
ask why this unity still does not exist. If diversity is reduced to only 
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one formulation of revealed truth, or to one single liturgical usage, 
everything else remaining uniform, then they do not deserve all 
these formal statements. 

This diversity, according to the theologians, of whom we 
have only cited a few and the most competent, is aimed at 
everything that does not alter the essential deposit of faith. Father 
Tillard, whom we have already cited, insists that for Christian unity: 
“Communion in the context of truths of apostolic preaching, 
retained as essential in the first centuries of the life of the Church, 
are sufficient for today.” He then adds: “The possibility of 
renewing visible unity must only be rejected for major differences, 
and not for divergences in the conscience of the Church, created by 
doctrinal or theological situations developing after the stabilization 
of the depositum fidei.”” 

Continuing to insist upon an agreement over the 
divergences that developed after the period of stabilization of the 
Churches or even after the Ecumenical Councils of the first 
millennium is, essentially, a suppression of the legitimate diversity 
that one praises so highly. 

We Eastern Catholics have sadly experienced this 
“legitimate diversity”, which, while praising the glory and the 
dignity of the Eastern Churches, have made us totally different from 
our Eastern brothers. 


The Holy Trinity Is Essential for Unity in Diversity 


Vladimir Lossky has stated: “The Church is not only one 
nature in the hypostasis of Christ, but is also multiple hypostases in 
the grace of the Holy Spirit. ... However, this multiplicity can only 
be realized in unity.” Further the author states: “The Church is an 
image of the Holy Trinity. The Fathers never ceased repeating this. 
It is in the light of the dogma of the Holy Trinity that the most 
marvelous attribute of the Church, namely its catholicity, is revealed 
in its true sense, a Christian sense which cannot be translated by the 
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abstract term ‘universality’. The correct understanding of the word 
‘catholicity’ includes not only unity but multiplicity. It signals an 
agreement between the two, or in other words, a certain identity of 
unity with multiplicity which makes the Church catholic in its 
totality as well as in each of its parts. The dogma of the Trinity, 
fully ‘catholic’, is the prime model, the ‘canon’ of all the canons of 
the Church, and the foundation of all ecclesial economy”.” 

The Trinity, as source and image of unity of the Church in 
its diversity, was transformed by the filioque to be an obstacle to 
unity and communion. What a shame! By dogmatizing the filioque, 
which under Photius and Nicholas I was an object of controversy 
between the Churches, has uselessly created an obstacle to unity. 
Its addition to the Creed has thus become a source of conflicts. 

This is but one example among many others, showing how 
rivalries between the Churches have reduced the great Mysteries 
that God revealed to us. These should have been the foundation of 
our communion; instead they have become in profane hands, the 
cause of our divisions. Does not Christ have the right to become 
impatient with us, and to tell us as He did to the teachers of the 
Law: “For how long will I support you.” 


Either Autonomy in Union or Absorption 


During this ecumenical era, the Roman Church has started 
to accept the fact that within the Latin Church, distributed over five 
continents, there are a variety of people whom one cannot 
subjugate to the same ecclesiastical regulations and disciplines. 
Africans and Asiatics cannot indefinitely continue to do violence to 
their background, by identifying their God in the Western and Latin 
expressions of Jesus Christ. In a certain measure, they have 
recently been permitted to adapt their liturgies to their environment. 
This is a timid beginning and not yet sufficient. 

But one must not forget that ecclesiology in itself has 
affinities to the distinctive characteristics of each people, and to 
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their personalities. The way in which the Church is governed has 
an influence upon the way one lives the Faith. A people governed 
by strangers is a people gradually absorbed. If the new Churches 
continue to be governed from afar by Roman dicasteries, according 
to occidental norms and to the detriment of the authority of their 
own local legitimate pastors, these Churches will never be 
profoundly rooted in their own natural soil and can never attain 
their normal development. These local legitimate pastors were 
chosen by Rome, and thus want to act in such a way as to keep the 
confidence of Rome. These Churches will continue to experience 
interior crises that will necessarily lead to alienation of their 
ecclesial ethos. “I know my flock and my sheep know me,” should 
describe each individual pastor of these Churches. 

These daughter Churches of the Roman Church who have 
received all from it, and who have been created to resemble it, still 
need a certain autonomy to prosper and to conquer for Jesus Christ 
the people in whom the faith has been implanted. If this is so, then 
how much more do the ancient Churches of the East have the nght 
to this autonomy? These Churches have received the faith directly 
from the Apostles and their immediate successors, with absolutely 
no intervention from any other Church. They have nourished this 
faith by their own proper human actions and have transmitted it 
from generation to generation with the help of the Spirit and bathed 
by the blood of their innumerable martyrs. If these Churches of the 
East, in spite of the persecutions they have endured, are able to last 
up to our days, it is because they have developed in their own 
natural environment, using their own national traditions, and have 
presided themselves over their own destiny. They have lived their 
religious life as part of their human life, refusing all outside 
interference that can alter their ethnic or religious dignity. If it had 
been otherwise, what would have remained of the Eastern Churches 
and of their Christian patrimony, especially at a time, not too long 
ago, when proestantia ritus latini was equated with “only one 
Church was fully Church, namely that of Rome”. 
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The East Wants Communion Without Slavery 


The Eastern Churches want to renew communion with the 
Roman Church, because Jesus Christ had willed it before dying and 
because He had seen this as an authentic sign of His mission. “That 
they all may be one as we are one, so that the world might believe 
that You have sent me.” However, these Churches have tended to 
remain separate from western Christianity, which has been shaken 
in its core by atheistic materialism. Of course, they can remain 
faithful to that which they were before the schism, respectful of a 
Roman primacy which is, according to the words of the Ecumenical 
Patriarch Dimitrios I: “A force of reconciliation that unites the 
Churches and the world.” But the Eastern Churches insist on fully 
assuming their pastoral responsibilities without being subjugated to 
outsiders, and without patronage. 

Any attempt at union within a pyramidal Church founded 
upon obedience to the pope as an absolute juridical authority and 
not on co-responsibility with Rome as an elder brother is doomed 
to failure. Such an attempt is within the spirit of medieval times 
and Vatican I, and certainly not according to the spirit of Popes 
John XXIII, Paul VI and John Paul II. 

Communion yes. Subjugation, no. 
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8—UNIATISM, A CARICATURE OF UNITY 


In one word, Eastern Orthodoxy refuses the unity by 
absorption such as has been demonstrated by Uniatism. As a matter 
of fact, it was in the climate of the counter-reformation and under 
an imperial rule, as we have described above, that we had chosen to 
place ourselves under the patronage of the Roman Church, without 
having recognized the fact that we had alienated our pastoral 
responsibilities in favor of organizations, which to be Roman, had 
to be strangers to us. These organizations, in the name of papal 
primacy, have started to govern us and have started to exercise 
over us, the patriarchal and episcopal powers of the Bishop of 
Rome. 

Talking of this post-Tridentine Roman centrali-zation, 
Father Emmanuel Lanne stated that, “It has transformed 
Catholicism into an unconquerable fortress.” He added, “When a 
part of one Church unites itself to Rome, the other part, usually the 
majority of the same Church, remains outside this Roman 
communion. This leads to the situation where the Orthodox part 
now affirms itself to be a Church in contrast to that part in 
communion with Rome. This latter segment loses its ecclesial 
consciousness and becomes a ‘rite’”’ 

Thus the course of history has proven that our predecessors, 
who had engaged us on the path of uniatism, have acted as 
irresponsible leaders, and that in fact, these ancient Eastern 
Churches had no place, at that time, in the Roman communion. 

As a matter of fact, the Churches called pejoratively 
“Uniate”, were not united, but annexed by the Roman Church, 
being dependent on the Latin Church while still retaining their 
Oriental rite. Whether one wants it or not, they have been attached 
to the Patriarchate of the West, since the Bishop of Rome governs 


52 


Chapter Eight, Uniatism, a Caricature of Unity 
them through the Roman Congregations, just as he governs his own 
Latin Patriarchate. This led Cardinal Joseph Slipyj, the Major 
Archbishop of the Ukrainian Catholics to state in a letter dated July 
11, 1977, and addressed to Cardinal Joseph Parecattil, president of 
the Commission for the Unification of the Oriental Canon Law, 
“This code indicates clearly that union with Rome signifies to all the 
Eastern Churches the loss of their autonomy, their total submission 
and their degradation to an inferior position within the Church,” 
and the Ukrainian archbishop asks in the same letter that the Roman 
Pontiff not be made the ordinary administrator of an Eastern 
Church, that he does not intervene except under extraordinary 
circumstances, and only in those cases when faith and morals are at 
stake. 

In his turn, Mar Joseph Mounayer, a Syrian Catholic bishop, 
wrote on October 3, 1977 about the role of papal authority 
included in the same project on the revision of the Oriental Canon 
Law: “What can we conclude from such odious and harsh words 
except that: 


a) The total dependence and allegiance of the Eastern patriarchs in 
their relations to the Patriarch of Rome, is a very striking one. 
They are subjected to him as simple soldiers. They are not treated 
as brothers, but as docile subjects to both his orders and to the 
directives of the Roman Congregations. 

b) The administrative and disciplinary centralization of Rome has 
been applied to the Easterners. This juridical centralization is an 
excessive and heavy burden to carry. 

c) A durable and perpetual mandate, instead of a provisional and 
temporary one, has been imposed by the Patriarch of Rome upon 
his brothers the Eastern patriarchs, as well as the Church of Rome 
has been imposed on the Eastern Churches. Nothing can escape 
Rome, everything must pass by Rome. Everything must be carried 
out according to the whims of the Roman Congregations. ... The 
era of mandates and colonization has not yet ceased.” I have cited 
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the Ukrainian and Syrian hierarchs as an example. Their sentiments 
are shared by many of the other Eastern Catholic bishops. I will 
conclude by mentioning the conflicts that have occurred between 
my Greek-Catholic Melkite Church and Rome, since the beginning 
of existence of my Church. 

These conflicts have been due primarily to a confusion 
between the primatial role of the Bishop of Rome and his episcopal 
and patriarchal role, so called metropolitan role. It is against this 
confusion that Pope Gregory I (the Great) in the sixth century 
reacted: “The error is great when one confounds the principle that 
the Bishop of Rome has inherited from the Apostle Peter, which has 
given him a primacy of solicitude and responsibilities over the 
Universal Church by divine assistance, and the strict rights of the 
metropolitans which are exercised over the suffragan bishops 
dependent upon him. This principle of primacy assumes a role 
when one appeals to the pope, and the pope judges that a needed 
intervention must take place. This principle is not an organized 
centralization that is imposed upon others.” 

These words of this great pope are a contradiction to the 
absolute authority that the Bishop of Rome exercises over the 
Eastern Catholic Churches and the proestantia ritus latini decreed 
by the acts of Benedict XIV. 

Those who think that we are exaggerating and that the 
Uniate Eastern Churches are not dependent upon the Roman 
Congregations, and are not subjected to them, we present the 
following two declarations: 

The Bulletin of the Congregation for the Oriental Churches 
(SICO) states on page 9 of its May-June, 1981, in mentioning the 
death of Msgr. Emile Gilardone, assessor of the Sacred 
Congregation for the Oriental Churches, “His work led him more 
than once to the Holy Land and to other countries subjected to the 
jurisdiction of the Sacred Congregation” (italics mine). 

Another example is the annual statistical questionnaire sent 
by the Secretary of State to the Eastern Catholic patriarchs and 
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bishops, which is needed for the preparation of the official pontifical 
yearbook. On the first page we read that this questionnaire is 
addressed to patriarchates, metropolitan archdioceses. archdioceses 
or eparchies subjected to the patriarch, suffragan prelatures, abbeys, 
apostolic vicariates, vicariate to the armies, etc. After having 
underlined the category to which the respondent belongs, we must 
answer the following question, by underlining one of the following. 
“Which pontifical congregation do you depend upon? The Council 
for the Public Affairs of the Church? The Sacred Congregation for 
the Bishops? The Sacred Congregation for the Oriental Churches? 
The Sacred Congregation for the Evangelization of the People? By 
underlining the third item, one sees the following, “Patriarchate, 
archdiocese, eparchy....dependent upon the Sacred Congregation 
for the Oriental Churches!” 

Each year in answering this questionnaire, I have crossed 
out the words “dependent upon” and have written instead, “these 
terms are not correct” or “choose another term” or else “replace 
this by asking to which Congregation one 1s in relation with’. I 
wanted to hide this humiliating reality. However nothing worked. 
Rome is consistent within itself. The Méelkite patriarchate, 
archdioceses, and  eparchies are all dependent upon the 
Congregation for the Oriental Churches, and submitted to their 
jurisdiction. In other words, the Eastern Catholic patriarchs and 
synods only enjoy a delegated jurisdiction, delegated by the Super- 
Patriarch of Rome, namely the aforementioned Oriental Congre- 
gation. 

Poor Orient! The Crusaders had substituted Latin patriarchs 
for the Eastern ones in the name of the right of the conqueror. In 
whose name can one today substitute the title of patriarch with that 
of an apostolic vicar, the only name appropriate to the leaders of 
the Eastern Catholic Uniate Churches? 

One pope had thought of “honoring” the Eastern patriarchs 
by making them members of the Congregation for the Oriental 
Churches, and then drowning them in a majority of other members 
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who are strangers, many of them belonging to the Latin rite. Thus 
when this Congregation holds a general assembly to decide on the 
affairs concerning one or another of the particular patriarchates, the 
patriarch who is the head of the patriarchate under discussion has 
only one vote, and this in matters that affect him and his bishops! 
The patriarchal synod, thus ignored, is nothing but a bizarre 
institution. 

Was this not a sufficient reason for the Major Archbishop of 
the Ukrainians, Cardinal Slypij, at the conclusion of one of his 
interventions at Vatican II to use the following emotional words: 
“Have pity on us, my brothers, we who are Orientals in the Catholic 
Church.” 


Acclimatized Uniates 


In spite of all this, many of the Uniate Eastern Church 
leaders have accommodated themselves to this state of affairs. 
They do not feel bothered nor disturbed by being under such 
tutelage. Because of their clerical training they have been 
acclimatized and inserted gradually, both spiritually and 
intellectually, into the Latin Patriarchate of the West. They no 
longer suffer from being separated from Orthodoxy, to whom they 
owe their origin and very being as Christians. 

Almost without exception, Uniate churchmen were trained 
by Latin missionaries who gave them, what they considered to be 
the best. At the seminary they did not use any other text books 
than those used by the western Latin seminaries. Latin canon law, 
with very few exceptions, was deeply implanted into their thoughts 
and into their style of life. They have become comfortable in their 
uniatism. 

If these Church leaders want to do something, a gesture of 
drawing nearer to Orthodoxy or an ecumenical gesture, they are 
astonished when they see a certain reticence from the Orthodox, 
who, on one hand, mistrust them, and on the other hand know that 
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these leaders are not free, and that anything they do is simply an 
action of one of the Roman Congregations. 

The Orthodox themselves prefer to treat directly with the 
Latin Church as equals, since the Latin Church has recognized them 
as an autonomous ecclesial entity. This the Orthodox cannot 
recognize in us. The Belgian ecumenist and monk, Gerard van 
Caloen, who refused to believe that Uniatism could be a bridge 
between the Roman and Orthodox Churches, already stated at the 
end of the last century that, “The Latins who are well disposed 
towards union are always better received by the true Greeks than 
will be the Greek Melkites”” 


The Orthodox Bishops Are the Legitimate Hierarchs of the 
Apostolic Eastern Sees 


From the Roman viewpoint, the Orthodox are the holders of 
the authentic Oriental patrimony, and thus are the authentic 
successors of the Apostles on the Apostolic Sees of the East. We 
can only smile at the naive pretensions of certain Uniates who retain 
the belief that their bishops and patriarchs have the exclusive right 
to an apostolic succession. They accuse the Orthodox of having 
separated themselves from Eastern Orthodoxy, forgetting that the 
continuity of a Church resides above all, in the continuity of its 
religious patrimony and its traditions. It is, in effect, this patrimony 
and these traditions that distinguish one Church from the other. 

Thus who, the Orthodox or the Uniates, have evolved from 
the traditional line of Orthodoxy? Is it the Orthodox who have 
abandoned their traditional rights and duties attached to the title of 
patriarch or of the synod? Is it the Orthodox who have had to 
submit, either beforehand or after the fact, the decisions of their 
synods for approval by a Roman Congregation? Is it the Orthodox 
who have created a congregation in Rome, the so called 
Congregation for the Oriental Churches, which has become a super- 
patriarchate, who like the colonial ministers in the past, can govern 


57 


We Are All Schismatics! 
our Churches, and can, by a simple signature, render null and void 
all our synodal acts? 

Is it the Orthodox who have to submit to Rome for the 
validity of the elections of their bishops, an election usually from 
lists of suitable candidates approved beforehand by Rome, or else 
for their confirmation by the Roman authorities? Is it the Orthodox 
synods who deny their rights to elect bishops for overseas 
territories? Is it the Orthodox patriarchs who refuse to exercise 
their jurisdiction over the emigrated faithful, who reside in the 
West? 

Who, the Uniates or the Orthodox, have introduced the 
filioque into the Creed, denounced both by Orthodoxy and by Pope 
John VIII at the Council of 879-880. It was Pope John VIII who 
refused to add the filioque to the profession of faith in the Creed of 
Nicea. It was the Roman Pontiff who stated “In Rome we recite 
the Creed without the filioque. ”” 

Who, us or the Orthodox, have changed the matrimonial 
legislation of the Eastern Churches? Do we still use economia in 
favor of the innocent partner? Have we not substituted for 
traditional divorce the system of “declaration of nullity of the 
marriage”, which in many instances is nothing but a camouflage for 
divorce, as if it were a game of juridical acrobatics? 

Who has substituted Latin for their traditional language, 
except for the Divine Liturgy which has been cut off from its proper 
ecclesial and spiritual roots? Who has adopted the Latin Canon 
Law with few exceptions, and for whom is Rome preparing a new 
Code of Oriental Canon Law? Concerning this latter event, the 
Ukrainian Major Archbishop Joseph Slypyj stated that “the new 
canon law has consecrated the loss of our autonomy and our 
degradation to an inferior position in the Church”. 

And where does the Uniate Eastern Catholic patriarch fit in 
the Catholic Church? According to the canon law applied to us, is 
it not below that of a cardinal, even a cardinal deacon? And if one 
applies the full letter of the law, is not the patriarch below the rank 
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of a Catholic bishop in his own diocese, while only a cardinal will 
have precedence? 

Has it been the Orthodox patriarchs who have accepted, as 
a promotion, the honors of the cardinalate, proposed with best 
intentions as a means of their participation in the effective 
government of the universal Church? Was it the Orthodox 
Patnarchs of Alexandria, Antioch and Jerusalem who were 
promoted to the cardinalate in 1965, at the same time as the late 
Msgr. Dante, in charge of pontifical ceremonies, who assisted the 
Pope in St. Peter’s in Rome? According to the Roman tradition, 
such an anomaly could be applied to the Eastern Catholics. Can one 
accept such an anomaly? Pope Eugene IV in his Bulla, Non 
Mediocri, published immediately after the Council of Florence in 
1439, confirmed the statement that cardinals have precedence over 
patriarchs, the cardinalate being created by St. Peter and his 
successors, according to this Bulla, and according to Pope Innocent 
III, “it is of divine origin”! This precedence was already mentioned 
in a letter written by St. Peter Damien to the anti-pope Honorius II 
in 1061”. 

This being so, is it the Uniates or the Orthodox, who have 
the right to call themselves Eastern Orthodox and have the 
apostolic succession and the rights to the Eastern Sees? According 
to Dvornik and all the historians of the Church, they have always 
refused to have Rome intervene in their internal affairs,° and how 
much more so when Rome has attempted to place them under 
slavery? 


Can One Justify Uniatism? 
However, the problem does not reside here. On a human 
level, it is always comfortable to be adopted by a powerful and 


prosperous entity such as the Roman Church. One can indefinitely 
live within Uniatism and be satisfied with the crumbs that fall from 
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the table of Western Christianity, which is both humanly and 
religiously very charitable and generous. I can assure you, that 
without having extended my hand, and even having categorically 
refused all material aid offered by the Holy See of Rome, which has 
already carried a heavy responsibility for all the missionary 
countries: in spite of this, I have never lacked for anything. But is 
this the ideal for a bishop in the Church of God? 

As a responsible man of the Church, I ask myself serious 
questions relating to the Church to which I belong and to whose 
service I have been called. This Church finds itself in an abnormal 
situation in relation to what I consider to be the Church of two 
faces of Christ, the Roman side and the Orthodox side. As a matter 
of fact, the Melkite Greek-Catholic Church, as all other Eastern 
Catholic Churches derived from Uniatism, is not acceptable to 
Orthodoxy, and at the same time, it seems to me, to be an 
embarrassment to the Roman Church to such an extent that 
Catholic ecumenists and theologians regret that the Uniate 
Churches were created and that they still exist. Aside from this 
conviction that I hold, and which the last few Popes of Rome seem 
to have held, having been called the popes of dialogue, we would 
not have tolerated the creation of these Uniate Churches, if one had 
to do the whole thing over again. 

The question that I ask myself is the following: Can one 
honestly justify the creation and maintenance of the Uniate Eastern 
Catholic Churches? Stated otherwise, were there sufficiently 
serious reasons to authorize our Fathers in the Faith to split from 
Orthodoxy, which like a mother had transmitted to them the pure 
and integral faith for the past two thousand years of persecution 
and martyrdom, so as to renew ties with a sister Church that 
essentially shares the same faith, but had nothing substantial to add 
to the Orthodox patrimony? In other words, could it be that the 
Latin missionaries of those times, who prepared the road to 
Uniatism so desired by the Roman Church... is it at all possible that 
they could have offered our predecessors a more sane doctrine, a 
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more authentic sacramental and liturgical life, or a more open 
ecclesiology? 

Certainly not! The Eastern Fathers whose patrimony has 
been conserved by the Orthodox, were the masters of Christian 
doctrine and the animators of the Ecumenical Councils. The 
Liturgy, as all other aspects of sacramental life, was the center of 
their Christian existence. As for Roman ecclesiology which, to a 
great extent, was imposed upon us, had become during the Middle 
Ages, not an ecclesiology of communion but of absorption, so 
much so that the post-Tridentine centralization allowed no place for 
the apostolic Churches of Eastern Christianity. The proestantia 
ritus latini abolished the theology of sister Churches. 

Also the creation of the Uniate Eastern Churches was not 
only “the most sorrowful consequence of the separatist spirit of the 
Latin missionaries” as stated by the Cardinal President of the 
Roman Secretariat for Christian Unity (see below). It was also a 
detrimental act because the Latin patrimony which we substituted, 
in part, for ours, was far from being perfect. Did not Vatican II, 
the most advanced of the Latin Councils, appropriate so much from 
the Orthodox liturgical and theological patrimony as the source for 
its greatest acquisitions? 

Here 1s what the Dominican theologian, Bernard Lambert, 
stated in a conference delivered to the Melkite Greek Catholic 
episcopate meeting in Rome, on November 6, 1963, “We have lost 
a considerable time in debating the use of national languages in the 
Liturgy, communion under both species, concelebration, colle- 
giality, while at the same time, all of these points have been part of 
the tradition of the East since the beginning. ... The Easterners 
present at the Council as observers, rejoiced in the results obtained, 
but they remarked to us, in all politeness and gentleness, that from 
their point of view, our immense efforts only led us back to where 
they had already arrived at a long time ago, and which they had 
never given up”. And this Dominican theologian concluded, “The 
greatest acquisitions of this Council has been due, up until now, to 
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the presence of an ecumenical dialogue, that is to say, a meeting 
and spiritual exchange between different traditions. To what do we 
owe, for example, the search for a better equilibrium between 
Scripture and Tradition? To whom do we owe the declaration of 
the Liturgy? We owe all of this to the influence of the ecumenical 
movement and to dialogue between different traditions. During the 
second session of the Council, the developing understanding of the 
Mystery of the Church, the sacramentality of the episcopate, 
collegiality, the diaconate, the return to the concept of local 
Churches as well as regional assemblies, did they not originate from 
these same roots?” Were not these words of the Dominican 
theologian a condemnation of Uniatism? I asked myself, while 
listening to him, why had we left a Church with all of these 
teachings to join a Church, although great, that modestly 
recognized that it was being taught? 

Cardinal Roger Etchegaray, the archbishop of Marseilles, 
stated this more concisely. “We must admit that being separated 
from the East, our spirituality and our theology were so 


impoverished and dried out, that we had to rationalize them”.’ 


Possible Motives for Uniatism 


Thus, if there is no justifiable reason for Uniatism, why did 
our predecessors leave their mother Church to which they were 
organically united, a Church so rich in Jesus Christ and so poor 
according to the world, persecuted and martyred for the past two 
thousand years, and which had attempted to transmit to us the Faith 
received directly from the Apostles? 

Did they do this because they wanted to further guarantee 
their salvation and that of their faithful, according to a medieval 
statement that says, “Outside the Catholic Church there is no 
salvation?” Subconsciously, did they hope to attract the attention 
of the Catholic powers and obtain favors from them? Did they opt 
for the easy path, and preferred prosperity to poverty and humility, 
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which Pope John XXIII called, “The imperial dust which has 
descended upon the throne of St. Peter since the days of 
Constantine the Great?” 

Cardinal Willebrands invoked one of the factors that 
favored latinization when, during the celebration of the third 
centenary of the birth of Mekhitar, he said: “In Istanbul and in 
other large centers, many Armenians joined the Latin churches. 
Since they were now Latin, they had the guarantee of their civil 
liberties, and enjoyed the help of the western ambassadors.”® The 
same reasons can be applied to the other Uniates, which has placed 
us under subjugation to the Christian West. 

However, to be exact, we have to recognize the desire to 
renew communion with the See of Rome, recognized for a long 
time as being the center of ecclesial communion and of Christian 
unity, must have played a role in the uniate movement. This was a 
legitimate aspiration. The mistake was not here. It did reside in the 
fact that those who started us on the path of Uniatism: 

a) had forgotten that a renewal of communion should not 
have been carried out by creating another split, since one does not 
heal a schism by generating another one, especially as this latter 
schism has separated us from a Church that not only that not only 
and substantially shares with us the Faith of the Church which we 
have always held, but also it transmitted this to us across the 
centuries in the blood of its martyrs. 

b) They had forgotten that while canonically renewing ties 
with the Roman Church, they should have established with it clear 
directives, which would have permitted them to continue assuming 
full pastoral responsibilities over the faithful who were led by them 
into this new communion. 

c) They chose a very poor time to renew canonical 
communion with Rome. This was the time when Rome, under the 
influence of the Counter-Reformation, was undergoing an 
intransigent centralization, which, as we have said above, no longer 
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allowed any place for a theology of communion or of sister 
Churches. 

d) They did not foresee that Uniatism would take root and 
definitively consecrate the schism between Rome and Orthodoxy. 
This occurred at a time during which the schism was slowly 
becoming less severe and had led to the establishment in the 
Patriarchate of Antioch of religious collaboration between the 
Orthodox hierarchs and Rome together with its missionaries. This 
collaboration was slowly leading towards communion, but has now 
completely stopped. We will come back to this a little later. 

e) They had forgotten that we could live, like many of our 
predecessors, within the bosom of the Church of Antioch, while 
maintaining a double communion with both Rome and Antioch at 
the same time, while we await the official renewal of communion 
between them. We will talk about this also a little further on. 

Now that the Middle Ages are over, we have opened up 
towards one another, international organizations are dialoguing 
and, in this age of ecumenism, the different Churches are coming 
out of their solitude and are considering their past with a new 
hindsight. They are preoccupying themselves by that which draws 
them nearer together than by that which separates them. The 
Roman Church and Orthodoxy now recognize themselves as sister 
Churches. They recognize that the Great Schism was in error and 
was unjustifiable on a religious level. What do they then think of 
this second schism, the one that created Uniatism? 


What Do the Westerners Think of Uniatism? 


Today, what do the Westerners think about the creation of 
the Eastern Catholic Churches, 1.e. the Uniates? Let us see what 
Cardinal Jean Willebrands, President of the Roman Secretariat for 
Christian Unity has to say. His thoughts can only reflect those of 
ecumenists who are deeply involved tn the problems of the return of 
separated Christians to unity. 
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In his previously cited conference at the Mekhitarist 
tercentenary, Cardinal Willebrands said in discussing the 
consequences of the opposition of Latin missionaries to projects of 
reconciliation between the two branches of the Armenian Church, 
one traditional and conservative and the other a latinizing branch, 
“The saddest consequence was the continual growth of a separatist 
tendency that finally culminated in the creation of a distinct 
patriarchate for the Catholic Armenians in 1749.” He added, 
“Mekhitar did not disguise his perplexity when he heard about this 
creation. In his private correspondence, he expressed this 
perplexity only a few months before his death”? 

The well known ecumenist Father Maurice Villain reflected 
upon this in an article published by Rythme du Monde “Does it not 
seem, first of all, that the creation of the Uniate Churches replaces 
the historic East with an artificial East, an East without a continuity 
with the Fathers of the Church? This certainly is the impression of 
an Orthodox in Greece, and could also be the impressions of 
Europeans from the West. From a psychological, moral and social 
perspective, one would have to admit that there is a lack of sense. 
Archeology will never be satisfied with a cathedral in miniature, 
erected from stones taken from Notre Dame Cathedral in Paris. 
The stones are ancient, but the building is not authentic. Thus all 
the more reason, a community built upon elements torn away from 
the Orthodox Church is not in a living continuity with this Church, 
it is a new sociological phenomenon. ... Branches cut off and 
transplanted do not regenerate the original tree.””” 

Did not Pope Paul VI himself, see the wound that Uniatism 
had created in the heart of Orthodoxy, and did it not appear that he 
was humbly trying to make honorable amends, when he stated in 
the Phanar that the pastors of the Churches must “recognize and 
respect one another as pastors of that part of the flock of Christ 
entrusted to their care. ... and that they must avoid all that can 
separate them or put confusion in their ranks.” According to 
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Professor Evangelos Theodorou, “The Orthodox think that the 
abolition of Uniatism was implied by this declaration”™ 

It is sufficient to recognize the thinking of the Roman 
Church, when one compares the manner in which it treats the 
Orthodox hierarchs with how it treats us. Let us immediately say 
that the welcome, the respect, and the consideration shown by 
Rome to the Orthodox bishops, far from displeasing us makes us 
glad, and we are consoled by the fact that by these actions, they 
honor, over and above the persons concerned, a patrimony that is 
very dear to us, our own patrimony that the Orthodox have 
jealously guarded for the benefit of all Christianity. 

In brief, the Roman Church seems to regret having created 
the Eastern Catholic Churches, an action they probably would not 
undertake at this time, the age of ecumenism. And if the Roman 
machine was in the habit of occasionally taking a backward step 
once it perceived its error, it would have found the means of 
returning to Orthodoxy the members of its body, which Uniatism 
had taken away. These members are more dear to the heart of the 
Orthodox than the relics of the dead, even of the Apostles, that 
were returned so generously by the Pope. A modus vivendi, 
implying a double allegiance could prepare this path towards 
communion between Rome and Orthodoxy. Otherwise we will 
have to wait until they unite, God knows when,. before we finds 
ourselves automatically like robots, reintegrated into Orthodoxy. 


What Does Orthodoxy Think of Uniatism? 


As far as the Orthodox Churches are concerned, they have 
not forgotten the wound that the Roman Church caused them by 
creating Uniatism. The Roman Churches profited from their 
difficult living conditions in the Near East, their cultural and 
economic weakness, and from the total confidence they gave to the 
Latin missionaries, by opening their hearts and churches to them. 
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Kyr Ignatios Hazim, then Greek Orthodox Metropolitan of 
Latakiya in Syria, and now Patriarch of Antioch, spoke about this 
deception in a talk he gave at the Pro Oriente Foundation in 1978 
in Vienna. “One does not sufficiently recognize the severe injury to 
the hearts of the Orthodox and Oriental Churches, that the Catholic 
Church has caused these past three centuries. We were, and still 
are, economically and culturally weakened Churches. Our sister 
Church sent into our country hordes of missionaries, usually the 
most qualified. However, the confidence with which we received 
them led to our deception. Instead of helping us to renew 
ourselves, the strong Churches in the West attempted to convert us 
and to develop, at our expense, the Uniate, Latin and Protestant 
Churches. Is it by dividing that one helps a Church to renew itself. 
as a sister Church, in today’s terminology?”’”” 

Thus, if Eastern Orthodoxy recognizes us, Uniate 
Easterners, as brothers, and appreciates the human and religious 
advantages that we have derived from our incorporation into the 
Western Church, it cannot however fully accept it. Instead of 
letting this western rapprochement graft itself on our eastern 
patrimony, this patrimony was swallowed up by the west. Also, we 
were, and many Uniates still are today, agents of a conquering 
western Christianity, or as Bishop Mounayer called us, colonizers. 
Finally the Orthodox see in our subjugation, not a Church but a 
“rite”, as exemplified by the humiliation of the patriarchal institution 
and their synods, so dear to the East, and which we have preserved 
in name only. 

In brief, it is a fact that Rome has refused to consider 
seriously this aspect of Uniatism as it appears to the Orthodox. 
Orthodoxy considers Uniatism to be a caricature and a contra- 
diction of unity.” 
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ROMAN CHURCH HAS NOT? 


Please excuse me, if I play the role of the weakest 


according to the norms of the world, and ask the question: “What 
has Orthodoxy done throughout history that the Western Church 
has not?” I frequently ask myself this question in an attempt to 
possibly justify Uniatism. I have placed myself in the place of the 
Bishops of Rome to better sense what possible problems Eastern 
Orthodoxy could have brought to this Holy See, the first among all. 
I then placed myself in between the two sides, in this small Uniate 
world to which I belong, to be able to predict from which side the 
blows would come. I have asked myself whether I and my small 
Church, as well as those Churches created by Uniatism, are not the 
most severe blow carried out by the Roman Church upon 
Orthodoxy. I always ask myself with anguish and without taking 
sides, since I love both equally, “What has it done to Orthodoxy, so 
that I myself have ceased to be Orthodox?” I know why I am in 
communion with the See of Rome, the first of all and the necessary 
center of all ecclesiastical communion, but I do not know why I am 
in schism with Orthodoxy, to whom I owe the name of Christian, 
just like my fathers in the faith, and to whom I owe the reason for 
my life: Jesus Christ. 

What has Orthodoxy done so that one has murdered tt, 
taken away its faithful, its children in Jesus Christ, and erected in its 
stead—I would almost say in opposition to it—another group of 
Churches called united, tearing away individuals from it, just as it 
were no longer the Body of Jesus Christ? With cathedrals erected 
right opposite theirs—almost in defiance—where one still 
celebrates the same baptism and the same Eucharist. With a 
patriarch and his bishops, set up in opposition to theirs and 
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retaining the same titles, diocese against diocese and synod against 
synod? 

What wrongs has Orthodoxy committed against the 
Western Church, either after the schism or before it, to deserve the 
ill will that the latter has done to it, before or after the schism? 

Has Orthodoxy tried to substitute its bishops for those of 
Rome, Paris or Madrid, to seek vengeance for the Patriarchs of 
Constantinople, Antioch and Jerusalem as well as many other 
Eastern bishops who were removed by the Crusaders who replaced 
them with Latin prelates, in the name of the rights of victors and 
with the blessing of the Popes of Rome? 

Did not Orthodoxy recognize the primacy of the Bishop of 
Rome, before as well as after the schism? Did not Orthodoxy 
recognize the Ecumenical Councils and other councils, even when 
Rome denied to all others the theological characteristics of Church? 

Is it Orthodoxy that trampled upon the primatial rights of 
the Bishop of Rome, before the schism or after, by convoking and 
presiding over councils, calling them ecumenical, even in the 
absence of the Roman Church? Is it not the Western Church that 
held General Councils of the Latin Church and called them 
ecumenical, even after the schism, and did it not define “dogmas” in 
the absence of Orthodoxy? Did not the Western Church forget the 
major role assumed by the Eastern Churches in elaborating the 
fundamental truths of Christian doctrine, both within and outside of 
Ecumenical Councils? 

Has Orthodoxy opposed the erection of numerous Latin 
Churches in the Near East, still existing today, and whose faithful 
are Easterners, lured away from Orthodoxy? 

What wrongs has Orthodoxy done? What errors has it 
committed that the Western Church has not? Has it fallen into 
heresy? No, certainly not. It is Orthodoxy, side by side with the 
Church of Rome, that fiercely opposed heresies in the first 
millennium. It has always been faithful to the Traditions of the 
Fathers, and continues to be so. 
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“Continuing the patristic and apostolic Holy Tradition, and 
receiving its inspiration from it, the Orthodox tradition acts in a 
living and dynamic fashion. It is lived with great intensity in the 
Orthodox Church, and is appreciated for its permanent positions 
that inspire and aid Orthodox ecumenism.” 

“If the Romanian Orthodox Church was from its beginning 
Orthodox and continues to be so today, it is due to its faith and its 
patristic theology.” 

“The totality of Orthodox Christianity,” said Fr. Maurice 
Villain, “has never become conscious of having broken with its 
proper past and with apostolic Tradition, or having forsaken any of 
it.” 

Is Orthodoxy heretical? Absolutely not! Schismatic? Yes, 
but zo more so than the Roman Church, since both of them, as 
confessed by both sides, share the responsibility for the schism. 

Why am I, therefore, not Orthodox? Why am I only 
Catholic? 

The Orthodox are certainly sinners, but are they more so 
than the Romans, more so than the Bishops of Rome, or does his 
title of primate and elder brother make him less sinful that others? 

Why this wanton and premeditated mutilation of Orthodoxy 
by the establishment of Uniatism? Everyone today, ecumenists, 
theologians, men of the Church open to dialogue, such as Paul VI 
and most surely, John Paul II, deplore this wound created in the 
heart of Orthodoxy, as one of the greatest mistakes in the history of 
the relations between Christians, East and West. 
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10—THE SPIRIT THAT ENLIGHTENS THE 
CHURCH 


Since it presides in charity and due to the fact that Rome 
was the capital city of the Empire, it is regrettable that the prestige 
of the Roman Church was also the source of religious imperialism. 
It was this religious imperialism that made the rest of the world 
wary and even defiant. So much so was this a burden, that Pope 
John XXIII wanted to shake out the imperial dust that had 
accumulated on the throne of Saint Peter since the times of 
Constantine. His successor, Pope Paul VI, suffering deeply from 
the spirit of domination that has divided the Churches throughout 
the centuries, knelt down to kiss the feet of the representative of the 
Ecumenical Patriarch during a Eucharistic celebration in Rome. 
This was a gesture without precedence. 

Has there ever been a more severe condemnation of the 
behavior of the medieval popes, patriarchs and bishops of the 
Church of Jesus Christ? Has there been a more radical atonement 
than this act of kissing of the feet, an act that Pope Eugene IV 
wanted to impose upon Patriarch Joseph of Constantinople and the 
bishops with him, when they arrived in Ferrara in 1434? Has there 
been any gesture like this in attempting to re-establish reunion 
between Rome and Orthodoxy? The patriarch and his followers, 
having refused to satisfy the expressed desire of Pope Eugene, a 
gesture that was not ill suited to the throne of the humble fishermen 
from Galilee, had to content themselves with a private meeting with 
the pope, which was substituted at the last moment instead of the 
solemn welcome of the Greek clergy. 

Maybe Pope Paul VI did not want to indicate by this gesture 
that the Roman Church was more at fault, but at least, he believed 
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that it had sinned against love, and that it had the duty to love more 
than the others, especially after the triple response of Peter to the 
triple question of the Master, “Simon, son of John, do you love me 
more than the others?” 

Animated by the breath of the Holy Spirit, the leaders of the 
Roman and Orthodox Churches have exchanged visits and letters 
for the first time in several centuries. The Bishop of Rome is 
welcomed with love at the Phanar. The Catholic episcopacy, 
meeting in Rome for Vatican II, welcomed with joy the Ecumenical 
Patriarch to St. Peter’s. Popes and Orthodox patriarchs are talking 
about the one Church and the one and only flock of Christ, they 
rejoice in the common faith, namely that of the Apostles and the 
Fathers. All have deplored the political factors and human elements 
that have disrupted the beauty of our common life in one family. 
Was it not because of psychological considerations that Pope Paul 
VI and Patriarch Athenagoras I were unable to drink from the same 
chalice? 

The faithful of all confessions have flocked to their separate 
churches to pray together during the Week of Prayer for Christian 
Unity. The Holy Spirit is slowly removing prejudices and secular 
hostilities. 

“Where two or three are gathered together in My Name,” 
said Jesus, “there will I be among them.” (Mt 18:20). Only a lived 
communion can triumph over the obstacles and show up the pretext 
and vanities that have divided us. We will discuss this in detail later 
on, however human logic usually will delay us because of 
argumentation on detailed juridical points of ecclesiology, even 
though the faith is essentially the same. 
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11—CHARITY BRINGS US CLOSE, HUMILITY 
UNITES US 


Communion without charity 1s in fact without Communion. 
Before the schism there was one Church that was canonically one, 
that is to say 1n canonical communion, but in fact it was divided by 
the reciprocal hostilities between Rome and Orthodoxy. After the 
schism, these hostilities were accompanied by mutual misunder- 
standings and a separate development. However, at the end of the 
second millennium, these Churches have had to confront the breath 
of the Spirit, a rude awakening that has forced them to open up to 
one another. And here we are, after having lived through the first 
millennium a life of canonical communion without charity, living 
now in charity but in a canonical separation. Do we have to wait 
until the end of the third millennium before we can live both in 
communion and tn charity? 

To try and unravel these mysteries of God 1s essential. It is 
even a duty. But God is Love: It is one of the first of the fruits of 
faith revealed to us by Himself. And he who talks about love, talks 
about communion. Communion with God is communion with one 
another in one Church. Thus, this love-communion has not ceased 
being pushed from side to side in the name of so many “truths” that 
the divided Churches and their theologians can unceasingly pro- 
claim and place before us as obstacles to our journey towards unity. 

Although very enriching, theological developments must be 
limited to revealed truth, substantially held together by apostolic 
and patristic traditions, as defined by the Ecumenical Councils. No 
particular Church, not even the Roman Church, can pretend to add 
to the deposit of faith, even though this may be essential. No one 
has the right to impose upon others, a new interpretation or 
understanding of the doctrines of the Apostles and Fathers, which 
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may become an obstacle to ecclesiastical communion embodying 
the last wish of the Lord, “that all may be one”. Charity brings us 
together, humility will unite us. To accomplish this communion in 
charity, one must start with charity of the heart, which has been 
given so abundantly to the Churches. This must be accompanied by 
a renewal of the Spirit in humility. It is essential to recognize that 
each Church only knows the truth by way of human expressions, 
and that no dogmatic formulation can fully describe the content of 
revealed truth. Those who talk least about “truth” are probably 
those who live it most fully, and one cannot possess the truth 
except to the extent that one lives it. Although proclaimed by 
human means, it is lived under God, by the immediate intervention 
of the Holy Spirit. It is only humility that allows us to discover that 
which is true and authentic among others, only humility will allow 
us to discover that which is good and enriching in others before we 
drown them in the verbiage of that which we believe. This is what 
the Latin Fathers at Vatican II did, when they tried to modestly tap 
the riches of the Eastern traditions, which they found lacking in 
theirs, in spite of its richness. 

Cardinal Bea had good reason to say: “The door to unity 
can only be crossed on bent knees.” 

This disposition towards charity and humility will allow us 
to imitate the Holy Apostles who decided to “lay upon you no 
greater burden than these necessary things” (Acts 15:28), and to 
reduce to its proper perspective, the questions of authority and 
primacy in the Church. The needs arising from these two aspects 
will define them more concretely, and thus they will be better 
accepted instead of the dogmatic definitions relating to them. 
Roman authority and primacy, even though they are important, 
must not be incorporated into the essential deposit of faith, and be 
required as indispensable for the full realization of ecclesial 
communion and ecclesial authenticity. The so-called Monophysite 
Coptic Church of Egypt did not benefit from this Roman primacy 
and this authority since at least the Council of Chalcedon (451 
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A.D.). This has not prevented it from being today one of the most 
prayerful and spiritual Churches in the world. 


Rome Has Primary Responsibility Both for the Rupture and 
for Reunion 


All Churches must work for the restoration of Christian 
unity, but this task falls, first of all, upon the Roman Church. A 
large segment of the Orthodox world lives under a political regime 
that does not allow them a sufficient liberty to act. The Church of 
Rome, being the head of all the Churches, and by this fact, having 
the primary responsibility for the schism, also has the primary 
responsibility to restore this ecclesiastical communion. It is to the 
Roman Church more than to the others that Christ will ask for an 
account: “Much will be asked from him to whom much has been 
given.” The Ecumenical Council at Chalcedon, did not hesitate to 
state in its message to Pope Leo the Great that he was the one 
“who has the mission to unite the Body of Christ”. 

It is regrettable that Rome did not raise these questions in 
one of the ecumenical councils held together with the Eastern 
Churches, on the understanding of and the limits of Roman 
primacy. But it seems that the problem of Roman primacy did not 
become an acute one until the eleventh century, and even more so 
until after the Protestant Reformation and the Counter 
Reformation. 
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How long must we remain this way? Uniatism, being what 


it is, and having been already installed among us, having separated 
us without just reason from Orthodoxy to whom we owe our 
Christian existence: must we then resign ourselves to this fait 
accompli, and wait until unity is re-established between the Roman 
Church and Orthodoxy, before we rejoin the latter, our mother 
Church? This would appear to be as if we were young children 
with no free will, who have to obey their elders. When will the 
unity between these two giants be re-established? Dom Lambert 
Beaudouin, one of the early pioneers in the ecumenical movement 
wrote before his death in 1960, “One must not retain any illusions. 
Alas, our generation, and sadly many others after it, will not know 
this desired unity”. 

The Christian Near East has paid the price, and continues to 
pay for all. For how long will we suffer from medieval Roman 
ecclesiology? If the Uniates have been paying the dues of 
proestantia ritus latini (pre-eminence of the Latin rite) for the past 
several centuries, the Christians of the Middle East have always 
paid for the pre-eminence of the Churches of both Empires, and 
continues to suffer on account of them. 

During the arguments between Rome and Byzantium 
concerning prestige and glory, and when one was matching the 
pontifical throne to that of the Emperor, the Christians of the 
Middle East were fighting for their survival, to preserve their faith, 
menaced everyday by both our fellow citizens and our unfriendly 
neighbors. It fought to be able to transmit the faith in its purity and 
integrity to the generations that follow. 

The schism between the Byzantine East and the Roman 
West must not let us forget the equally disastrous rupture following 
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the Council of Chalcedon (451), between both capital cities of the 
Roman Empire on the one side, and the ancient Oriental or 
non-Chalcedonian Churches on the other. These latter were 
rejected because of what were supposed to be doctrinal reasons, 
but which are known today to be only divergences in the 
formulation of the same faith in Christ, based mainly on cultural 
reasons. 


Political Dimension 


To this split, one must also add political considerations to 
the ecclesiastical ones. In the centuries that followed, we have been 
able to observe the same retrenchment and rigidity of ecclesial 
charity and conscience that was seen, for example, in the West 
following the Council of Trent. Worry about the political unity of 
the Empire runs roughshod over the legitimate diversity in the 
preaching of the Gospel in the various cultures. Thus we have seen 
the partially successful attempts in the Near East to byzantinize 
Egypt, Syria, Mesopotamia, Palestine and Ethiopia. These attempts 
paralleled those by Rome, which by the right of the conqueror 
extended its efforts of latinization to all the Chnstian East. 

The Churches of the Near East, Chalcedonian or 
non-Chalcedonian, could only but pay for the victories and defeats 
of the two empires. Persecuted and impoverished by their enemies 
within and their brothers on the outside, led the non-Chalcedonians, 
during the time of the Arab and Islamic conquest, to opt for the 
turban instead of the tiara. They had not yet finished dressing their 
wounds, when they saw part of their people amputated from them, 
and fragmented by the most venerable See of Christianity, leading 
to the development of Uniatism. At least, at the present time, these 
actions are being regretted. 

And thus, we “united” Easterners are cut off from the 
Church of our Fathers and given over to the care of our “brothers,” 
who in turn have chosen to be our tutors. 
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Delays, Delays 


How long? ... We have heard a great deal recently about 
“almost perfect communion” between Rome and Orthodoxy, as 
well as “sister Churches”, the “community of faith’, of “One 
Church”, of ecumenism and of dialogue. For the past two decades 
since Vatican II, called by Pope John XXIII to be a council for 
unity, this unity still remains a dream. Of course, the ecumenical 
gestures and the declarations of esteem and mutual respect are 
sincere, but they are more unionist than uniting. The reciprocal 
visits and fraternal charity are all without precedence since the great 
schism, and maybe even before it. That these gestures, exchanged 
by men of the Church and emanating from human courtesy, may 
however, also be a manifestation of supernatural charity, and thus 
should not be discounted. However, one must also not exaggerate 
their effects. Human mentality must be changed. And at this level, 
as we have already stated, humility must play a primary role. Don't 
these gestures still face entrenched positions concerning authority 
and primacy in the Church. Questions that have remained for a long 
time the major obstacles to Christian reunion? This will remain so 
until the Church of the “governors” gives way to the Church of the 
“servants ’’. 

In the meantime, millions of faithful are born and die in a 
fragmented and divided Church, in a state of separation and 
dissidence. Meanwhile, the ecclesiastical bureaucracy spins its 
wheels in discussing doctrinal issues in their congregations and 
sub-commissions. God only knows when and where this will end, 
and it will still be that the doctrine of the two sides is still the same. 
Hasn’t it taken fifteen centuries to discover that Monophysitism is 
more of a verbal problem than a true doctrinal issue? We have 
forgotten that doctrinal accord will be easy once one agrees on the 
distribution of the spheres of influence. It is much easier to agree 
on what concerns God than to agree on what concerns man, 
including men of the Church, their powers and their prerogatives. I 
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am convinced that we will spend an infinite period of time to 
understand the sphere of authority of the Bishop of Rome and its 
extent, and where the authority of others begin. From a primacy of 
honor, which was agreed to by Tradition, to the primacy of Vatican 
I, there is an infinite gap. 

“Father, that they may be one as we are, so that the world 
might believe that You sent me”. Today we have a much greater 
need for showing that we are disciples of Jesus Christ than at any 
other time. But Jesus Christ Himself told His divided disciples that 
they could not render Him effective testimony. Materialism, 
rationalism and atheism have invaded our generation. Our forces 
are scattered, and the scandal of our divisions have prevented us 
from rendering effective testimony. 

In a talk given to those responsible for the Church in Ireland 
in September 1979, Pope John Paul II invoked the urgency of this 
unity when he stated: “The desire for Christian unity arises from the 
need of fidelity to the wishes of God such as has been revealed to 
us through Christ. Our unity in Christ is a necessary beginning to 
our evangelization. It determines the credibility of our testi-mony 
to the world.” Again, in the same talk, the pope said: “The work 
of reconciliation, the path towards unity, could take a long time and 
be arduous.”’ Thus, in spite of the substantial identity of doctrine 
between the Roman and Orthodox Churches, we can only conclude 
that it will take a very long time before evangelization becomes 
effective and our testimony creditable. That is, unless we assume 
that the pope’s talk dealt only with Protestantism, something the 
pope did not state. In the meantime, souls are being lost through 
our faults. Jesus Christ, the Vanquisher of death, has been 
vanquished in us, and we wait until the doctors of the law and other 
professionals have finished sounding out the unsoundable God, to 
let triumph their ‘truths’, their formulae to explain authority, the 
power, the ‘government’ of the Church, all based on a human basis. 
Only then will they allow us, and God knows when, to begin the 
path towards unity. And the people of God, with the saints at their 
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forefront, with their simplicity of heart and spirit, are seeking in 
vain to cross the threshold of unity, that we, not they, closed during 
the past fifteen centuries. “For you neither enter yourselves, nor 
allow those who would enter to go in.” (Mt 23:13). 

In the meantime, the house burns, and fire consumes both 
the dry and the green wood. In ten years, in twenty years, will it be 
too late? What am I saying? In a century, in ten centuries, who 
knows, they will still be talking about an almost perfect 
communion, of dialogue, of ecumenism, of the Isle of Patmos. I 
want to apologize for being such a skeptic. I pray and hope that 
the near future will prove me wrong. But Truth is so near, and yet 
“our” truths are still so far. 


Do We Have the Right to Wait? 


By good will or bad, Uniatism became our original sin. This 
original sin has now become our actual sin, when at the moment we 
became aware of it, we have resigned ourselves to it, and have 
allowed lassitude to overtake us. This lassitude is our sin. This 
being so, do we have the right, we united Easterners, not to interest 
ourselves to the authentic presence of the Church in the East, and 
to continue living triumphantly in our Uniatism while waiting for 
others, instead of us, to decide when and in what manner we must 
renew our ties with the Church of our Fathers. It is incumbent 
upon us to establish again our “organic” communion with this 
Church, since it shares with the Roman Church the revealed 
essential deposit of faith which is necessary for canonical 
communion, and yet without sacrificing the equally essential 
necessity of conforming to the traditions of Roman primacy. We 
must, in conscience, search to put an end to an ecclesiastical 
situation, judged to be abnormal by the Church of the West itself, 
which seeks to indefinitely prolong among us this scandalous, 
unjustifiable and compromising division to our Christian testimony 
to a world already hostile to our faith. 
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A Final Lost Chance 


But what, in fact, is our reason for being? Patriarch 
Maximos IV said: “They made us as an instrument for the 
conversion of dissidents.”” However, during this time of ecu- 
menism and after the directives of Vatican II, proselytism of the 
Orthodox 1s no longer in vogue. Thus what remains for us to do to 
justify our existence? Living the authentic eastern traditions within 
the bosom of the Western Church, so as to familiarize them with 
Orthodoxy, and to smooth the path towards reunion and return to 
the desired Christian unity? If this is the plan, then we have lost the 
only reason we still have for staying where we are. By living a 
unity of absorption, about which both Cardinal Slypyj and Bishop 
Mounayer spoke, can only dis-edify the Orthodox and increase their 
mistrust. What then remains for us to do? What attitude should we 
adopt towards one or the other Churches which we equally love? 
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13—COMMUNION MUST BE LIVED 


One must live in communion to overcome the obstacles. 


We frequently forget that nothing illuminates a religious truth more 
than the living of this truth. Continence, celibacy, religious life, 
appear to be only constraints for those who consider them from the 
outside. However, for those who live them, they are a source of joy 
and gladness. In the same vein, the Churches in schism can only see 
the obstacles to ecclesial communion which have accumulated over 
the past millennium, and which has led to reciprocal ignorance and 
separate evolution. These Churches now ask themselves how they 
can now realize this unity, in spite of their profound misunder- 
standings. It is only with the re-establishment of their communion, 
lived in the Holy Spirit, that we will know the divine joy and 
triumph over the difficulties that today seem insurmountable. Once 
reassembled, Jesus Christ will be more effectively present among 
us, and will Himself consummate their unity. 


The Primacy of Living in One Church 


In his book, Co-responsibility in the Church Today, 
Cardinal Suenens, the retired Archbishop of Malines, expressed the 
wish that Roman primacy would be lived in the Church with 
co-responsibility instead of being only discussed in the abstract. 
“On our part, we believe that even though theological research 
remains essential, the life itself of the Church, that is to say the 
experience of a lived primacy within the Church, would be of major 
importance. This experience would be the result of a co- 
responsibility, fully accepted and lived by the bishops, both 
individually and collectively through their episcopal conferences. 
This also should be the experience of the whole Christian 
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community. This is not an abstract argument based upon 
hypothetical conflicts of power, instead it would be a refining of 
juridical nuances that will quickly lead to mutual comprehension.” 

While accepting the idea of Cardinal Suenens on the 
necessity of living this primacy within the Church, we believe that 
this living experience of episcopal collegiality, so clearly formulated 
by Vatican II, can only be exercised within the bosom of a reunited 
Church. In effect, just like the East and the West or sometimes 
similar and sometimes different, so also are the Orthodox and 
Roman Catholic Churches. “Everything is so similar in the East as 
in the West, and yet everything is also different.” wrote Fr. Y. 
Congar.’ 

“Cultural and religious differences are very important,” he 
added. “They play an important role where the basic principles are 
identical, and yet are interpreted differently, sensed, constructed, 
expressed and lived differently.” 

The Roman Church and Orthodoxy are complementary and 
exist In a reciprocal equilibrium. Their ecclesiologies, one based on 
a monarchic principle and the other on a collegial one, can only be 
balanced out in communion. To impose a prior agreement on 
Roman primacy and outline its limits, as a condition for the 
re-establishment of communion, is to block the road to unity. No 
profound reformation in either one or the other of these Churches 
can be carried out and succeed, as long as they stay divided. Only a 
common life can show up the divergences. In the Western Church, 
the colossal effort of Vatican II to establish episcopal collegiality, 
has so far, only led to mediocre results. In spite of appearances to 
the contrary, the central government has not given up much. In any 
case, we the united Easterners have not realized any progress in this 
direction. I do not know whether the Bishops in the West are 
satisfied any more. If Vatican II has recognized that bishops have a 
right to participate in the care of the Universal Church, they have 
not placed any restrictions on the powers of the Bishop of Rome 
given to him by Vatican I. Did not Pope Paul VI, more than once, 
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officially remind the representatives of the Catholic episcopate 
gathered together in synods that the pope had officially called 
together, that they were there only as a consultative body, gathering 
together at the disposition of the pope? 

Roman primacy appears to us today to be suffocating, since 
it has developed since the schism in the patriarchate of the West, 
without being counter-balanced by the presence of a free episcopal 
consciousness. Vatican I defined this primacy in terms appropriate 
to this condition, which at that time did not appear to them to be 
excessive. Only life in common with Orthodoxy, made up of a 
synodal and collegial episcopate, which is the foundation of the 
Orthodox ecclesiology, can reasonably define the limits of this 
primacy. This synodal and collegial aspect of the episcopate was 
lived effectively in harmony during the millennium of ecclesial 
communion. Only the effective exercise of episcopal collegiality in 
a re-united Church is capable of giving back to primacy its 
ecumenical definition. If we continue to discuss this in the abstract, 
our consultations can last for a few more centuries, without leading 
to the desired outcome. 


Infallibility to be Lived Within the One Church 


Catholic theologians and ecumenists have suggested that the 
juridical definition of primacy and infallibility of the Bishop of 
Rome by Vatican I, was a disaster as far as Christian unity was 
concerned. They have tried to minimize its effect. If the principal of 
primacy was admitted by all, and if agreement was possible on the 
ways of exercising this primacy as lived within an authentic ecclesial 
communion, papal infallibility still presents serious difficulties 
arising from its very existence. Nevertheless, as episcopal collegi- 
ality is lived within the ecclesial communion with Orthodoxy, this 
will necessarily reduce Roman primacy to its just limits as 
recognized and practiced during the first millennium. In a similar 
fashion, conciliarity lived within this communion, will fatally 
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neutralize the very personal character of papal infallibility. Outside 
of this communion—which does not require, as a precondition, that 
these questions are part of the essential deposit of faith—one can 
then infinitely debate these unilateral definitions of Vatican I, 
without ending up with a formula accepted by both sides. 

Nevertheless, the infallibility of the Bishop of Rome as 
defined by Vatican I, is so circumscribed by modifying clauses, that 
its existence 1s almost impossible without the concensus ecclesiae. 
The ex cathedra definitions of the Immaculate Conception and the 
Assumption of the Blessed Virgin were not made, except after the 
unanimous consensus of the Church of the West. This consensus 
was obtained from each bishop separately, and would not be 
realized in the reunited Church except by concillarity. 

The fact of communion, and the major determining 
influence of Orthodoxy, will bring conciliarity back to the Roman 
Church. “May the Roman Church return to conciliarity” wrote the 
author of Rumanian Orthodox Theology (page 361). It is not 
something new to the Western Church, and it should not be difficult 
for the Bishop of Rome, to whom Orthodoxy recognizes the 
exclusive role to convoke Councils, to preside over them and to 
solemnly proclaim their decrees. 

The pontifical infallibility ex esse of Vatican I, 1s in fact 
neutralized by the consensus ecclesiae which is absolutely 
necessary for the exercise of infallibility. Msgr. Gasser, a secretary 
for the Congregation of the Faith, stated this bluntly at Vatican I: 
“The unanimous agreement to the present definition by all the 
magisterium of the Church united with its head, is the rule of faith, 
as well as the definitions of the Pontiff.”*> Cardinal Suenens, in his 
book, Co-responsibility in the Church Today, affirmed this as well 
when referring to Cardinal Dechamps who was contemporary with 
Vatican I: “By whatever way the pope derives his information, he 
must remain in communion with the faith of the whole Church. As 
Cardinal Dechamps wrote at the end of Vatican I: ‘Parallel consent 
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in the Faith is absolutely indispensable for infallibility’(op. cit., p. 
44)”. 

Taking into account all the preceding, and in view of the 
fact that Vatican I was held in the absence of Orthodoxy, and thus 
its definitions cannot be definitive, primacy and infallibility lived 
within the reunited Church, will take on an ecumenical dimension, 
and will lead to an agreement that the items that have been 
discussed infinitely, are incapable of a solution. 


Ex Sese Infallibility? 


A half century ago Archimandrite Oreste Kerame, who was 
the principal promoter among the Catholics of an inter-confessional 
movement in Egypt, and who was the theologian to the late 
Patriarch Maximos IV, prepared for him the theological studies 
which inspired the patriarch to take the positions he did at Vatican 
II. Archimandrite Oreste also prepared a paper on the infallibility 
of the Church, of the episcopate and of the pope, which we judge 
to be important enough to reproduce it here. 

Without necessarily making this position our own, we are 
submitting it for the reflection of our Orthodox brothers, who can 
judge it according to their own ecclesiastical understanding. 

“To become compartmentalized,” Archimandrite Kerame 
wrote in this unpublished treatise, “the Church nevertheless remains 
a ‘whole’. More exactly, it is first a totality or a ‘whole’, on to 
which compartmentalization is grafted. It is all the Church that 1s 
thus infallible, including all the pastors and the faithful. It 1s, in 
effect, the entire Body of Christ which is the Logos of the Father 
and which is animated by the Spirit of Truth. This faith, the faith of 
the whole Church, is necessarily infallible. 

“However, the formal and authorized formulation of this 
faith resides in the office of the pastors and the bishops. It is their 
collegial function to announce this with a definitive authority, but it 
is the faith of the Church that they preach and not their own faith, 
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separate from the faithful, who with them, together, form the 
Church. It is this collegial declaration of the episcopate that has the 
ex esse value, and not by its subsequent acceptance by the priests 
and faithful, after it has been dressed in canonical robes. This later 
acceptance 1s futile, since all together, faithful and clerics, are 
ontologically one with the episcopate in the Body of Christ, and 
they, all together, proclaim the faith of the totality of those 
baptized, giving it an appropriate formulation. It thus logically 
follows that the episcopal body as a whole, must have acted in true 
collegiality for the validity of its dogmatic decisions, and not have 
followed the whims of foreign oppression, as was the case during 
the Arian crisis. 

“However, in the apostolic college there is a primate, Peter, 
always living in his successor. He also, when he talks under 
specific conditions, in liberty and with specific information, and in 
his quality as primate of the apostolic episcopate as thus using his 
full authority, then he also can formulate a dogmatic decision ex 
esse. Just as the College of Bishops did not need the canonical 
agreement of clerics and the faithful in formulating clearly the true 
faith, and in clarifying it and eliminating controversies, so also the 
pope does not need the canonical agreement of the bishops and the 
faithful, to be infallible. He is one with them. He states, while 
exercising his office, their faith which is his own. His formulation 
cannot be in contradiction with that of the Church, the bishops or 
the faithful, both that which was believed in the past and is being 
believed right now, even if only implicitly. If apparently, there is a 
contra-diction, a deeper examination of the issue will show that 
there was not and has never been a dogmatic definition (Popes 
Liberius, Honorius and Boniface VIII), where the truth thus 
defined, had to be modified at a later date. 

“What difference is there between an infallible papal 
definition and an infallible concilar definition? It is that of a solo 
voice, without a false note, a voice that is more or less serene as 
compared to that of a chorale, a voice that has no discordance 
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within it, and is more or less strong. Other soloists, succeeding one 
another in their singing, take over the same themes and reveal still 
more art, more richness and more truth. It is thus that councils and 
popes, even though their definitions are irreformable, complement 
one another. The new definitions do not alter the old ones but 
clarify them and bring to the light of day that which may be new. 
This was seen in the past in Christology, for example, and can still 
occur in the future. 

“It remains thus, that the bishops being the successors of the 
Apostles, having in common their collegiality, but being necessarily 
led by one, in its declarations of faith, for the good of the whole, 
derive its understanding of the structure of the Church, not from 
being ‘imperialized and monarchised’ but by the spirit of the 
Gospels. Simple common understanding is one of the most basic 
elements of prudence, and demands that papal definitions must not 
be pronounced without the knowledge and agreement of the 
pastoral, doctrinal and episcopal reality. Even more so, the 
declaration of faith should not be pronounced without the 
preparation of the faithful, nor without an inquiry or dialogue 
among them. 

“Everything that makes a definition an ideal one, is still a 
concilar definition, ‘confirm your brothers.” This is what is 
confirmed by the life of the Church and its history. The rare papal 
definitions were always preceded by world wide episcopal 
consultations with approval by the majority, ahead of time, of the 
truth to be defined. The appropriate time for these papal 
definitions, or even concilar definitions, remains up to the pastors, 
historians and even theologians, to judge.” 

However, it remains true, that Vatican I, being a general 
council of the West, could not, in the absence of Eastern 
Orthodoxy, present the faith of the totality of the episcopate, that is 
to say, of the whole Church. 

Every time that a doctrine of the Church, such as defined by 
Vatican II, which in its broad outlines draws close to that of 
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Orthodoxy, it can serve as a common basis for the revision of the 
Roman doctrine relating to primacy and infallibility of the Pope of 
Rome. In any case, such a problem should not be envisioned as 
being outside the Church, and should not be considered from a 
purely canonical or juridical angle, but from the perspective of 
communion. It must also not place conditions on communion, but 
communion must be conditioned by it. 
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14—THE PROJECT OF DOUBLE COMMUNION 


I love the Roman Catholic Church because it is the Mother 


Church of most of the Christians in the West, and is also the Church 
of the missionaries. It has preached, and still preaches the Gospel 
to the pagan world. Thanks to it, the name of Jesus Christ is 
known and glorified today in many of the countries of Africa and 
Asia. 

I love the Roman Catholic Church because of what I have 
personally received from its missionaries and particularly for what I 
have received from my teachers, the White Fathers of Africa. 
These missionaries wanted to give us what they knew best, and for 
which they sacrificed everything. They could have initiated us 
further in our proper patrimony, but they did not know anything 
about it at the time. Whatever else may happen, we must never 
forget their models of virtue and sanctity that has profoundly 
marked our life and our apostolate. 

I love the Roman Catholic Church, because all the Popes of 
Rome who have succeeded one another since my childhood were, 
above and beyond all, men of God. If they have committed serious 
errors in their relations with the Eastern Churches, especially the 
Eastern Catholic Churches, it was not due to a bad will on their 
part, but because of the inheritance that they had received, a 
post-Tridentine conception of their primatial role in the Church. 

I love the Roman Catholic Church because it has placed in 
the service of its missions a wonderful organi-zation, sometimes too 
centralizing and too constricting, but nevertheless doing good, as 
long as it did not overrun the boundaries of its proper Patriarchate 
of the West. 
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I love the Roman Catholic Church because it is the cathedra 

presiding in charity and having been sanctified by the blood of the 
Apostles Peter and Paul. 


I Also Love the Orthodox Church 


I love the Orthodox Church (including the Chalcedonian 
and non-Chalcedonian Orthodox Churches) because it is through it 
that our fathers have transmitted to us the faith of the Holy 
Apostles Peter, Paul, Mark, James and others throughout long 
centuries of martyrdom and daily persecutions. 

I love the Orthodox Church because it is the origin and 
source of a theological, liturgical, ascetical and monastic patrimony 
without equal, elaborated and lived by it throughout the centuries, 
and in which Eastern Christianity as well as its Western counterpart 
has developed and continues to develop today. 

I love the Orthodox Church because it is poor according to 
the world and carries its treasures in a clay vessel, in the image of 
Jesus Christ who carried His divinity in fragile flesh. 

I love the Orthodox Church because it has been persecuted, 
and still is persecuted today, by enemies of the faith. In its own 
territory, it does not even have a stone to lay down upon, having 
been mutilated by its own proper sister of the West. As Rachel, it 
still cries for her children and deplores, with Pope Paul VI “the 
confusion that has been introduced into her ranks” and with 
Patriarch Ignatius of Antioch “the wounds dug deep into her heart 
by the Catholic Church during the past three centuries”. 

I love the Orthodox Church because it, like Jesus Christ, is 
indulgent and human. Less juridical and more attune with the 
weakness of men, it always looks for a human solution to its 
problems, with its understanding and economia. 

In brief, I love with the same love the Roman Church, just 
as Patriarchs Athenagoras and Demetrius I and their colleagues 
have loved her. I love the Orthodox Churches in the same way as 
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have recent popes such as John XXIII, Paul VI and John Paul II. I 
love them with the same love that Jesus Christ had, who recognizes 
in them pieces of His dismantled Body. 

The Roman Church and the Chalcedonian Orthodox 
Churches had lived Christian unity for a millennium. Together they 
have held ecumenical councils and have defined the fundamentals of 
Christian doctrine, in spite of their rivalries and natural conflicts 
that came between them, including intermittent separations due to 
human disagreements. The non-Chalcedonian Churches have 
rejoined them, following implicit and explicit agreements on the 
identity of their doctrine, in spite of the diversity of their 
formulations. 

Thus, nothing has changed in Orthodoxy since the first 
millennium. And that which the Roman Church has introduced into 
its traditions since the schism, does not belong to the essential 
deposit of the revealed faith, and concerns only the Roman Church. 
Not having been ratified by an ecumenical council, gathering 
together the Catholic and Orthodox Churches, these doctrines are 
not definitive and can be reviewed and reformulated by the reunited 
Churches. Thus nothing essential forbids the reestab-lishment of 
communion between the Roman Church and Orthodoxy, both 
Chalcedonian and non-Chalcedonian. 

Ecclesial communion continued during the first millennium 
in spite of ruptures occurring within the one and undivided Church. 
The door was kept open, the door to the return of communion. 
Even after the schism, acts of communion were carried out between 
the separated Churches, without causing protestations from either 
side. It was only the creation of Uniatism that placed an end to 
these acts of communion. 


Acts of Rupture Across This Communion 


If we make an exception of the Chalcedonian rupture in 
451, that has recently been denounced by Pope Paul VI and the 
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(so-called “Monophysite”) Coptic, Syrian and Armenian patriarchs 
during their common and solemn declarations when they attested to 
the identity of faith, even though using different ways of 
formulating this faith, one can say that the Churches of the East and 
the West have lived in ecclesial communion during the first 
millennium of Christianity, in spite of vicissitudes, political rivalries 
and conflicts of authority. In spite of interferences by the emperors 
in the internal affairs of the Church, who applied the principles of 
Christian Hellenism that envisioned the emperor as representing 
God on earth, such interferences did not shock the popes because, 
after having recognized that these interferences even existed among 
themselves, they treated the emperor civilly during the Councils of 
Lyons and Florence, and dealt only with the Byzantine emperor and 
not the patriarch.’ And in spite of the exploitation of their prestige 
over the emperor, the hierarchs of Rome and Constantinople had no 
appetite for domination of the others. Ruptures of communion 
between the two sees of Antioch and Constantinople during the 
previous millennium always ended in reconciliation. These ruptures 
did not involve the unity of the two Churches, and did not entail a 
split between the Churches that lived within their own geographical 
orbits. 

The Romans and Orthodox had, in effect, the consciousness 
of belonging to the same Church of Christ, in spite of differences 
and political interferences in their reciprocal relationships. The only 
criteria of communion was the common faith received from the 
Apostles and the Fathers, and defined by the seven Ecumenical 
Councils. 

This communion allowed the Churches of Rome and the 
East to hold ecumenical councils together and to coordinate their 
efforts in maintaining the doctrine of the Fathers and of the 
Councils, and to regulate conflicts that arose among the different 
Churches. Their hierarchs exchanged letters of communion. 
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Even as acts of communion bridged the ruptures during the 
first millennium, so did acts of communion occur after the great 
schism. “Intercommunion was so numerous between 1054 and the 
Council of Florence,” says Father Yves Congar, “that one could not 
talk of total separation, but only a separation perforated by 
numerous exceptions.” “On All Saints Day in 1384,” states B. 
Meistermann, “Frescobaldi and his companions received Holy 
Communion from the hands of the Archbishop of Sinai. The Latins 
continued to celebrate Mass at St. Catherine’s Monastery until the 
18th century.” F. Bouwen also extended the date of this 
intercommunion until the eighteenth century. “To give only a few 
examples from our region of Jerusalem and the Near East only, 
until 1655 we saw that the monks of the Monastery of St. Sabbas 
from the desert of Judea, solicited aid from the Pope of Rome. 
Until the 18th century the tone of letters exchanged between the 
monks of Sinai and the Popes of Rome, leads one to understand 
that from one side and the other, intercommunion was still 
considered to be in force.”* The Metropolitan of Kiev, after the 
Council of Florence in the 15th century, was united to Rome 
without being separated from the Patriarch of Constantinople, who 
in turn were canonically separated from Rome. 

The Patriarch of Antioch was more involved than others in 
the schism that separated Rome from Constantinople. “In the fields 
of faith, liturgy and other riches of Christianity, he had given a lot 
to the two sees, and thus he could not, in strict logic, become part 
of either Byzantium or of Latin Catholicism.” Thus, more than 
others, the Orthodox Patriarch of Antioch knew the meaning of 
double communion throughout history. In talking about the 
centuries that immediately preceded Uniatism, let us mention the 
Catholic profession of faith sent to Pope Sixtus V by the resigned 
Patriarch Michael Sabbagh (1570-1580). The excellent relations 
between the Orthodox Archbishop of Aleppo Malatios Karme had 
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with Rome, led to the translation and printing of different liturgical 
books into Arabic. Having become patriarch, Malatios sent his 
protosyncellus Pacomius to Rome with his patriarchal seal, to 
subscribe to everything the pope said, except the decrees of the 
Council of Florence. However, the patriarch died before having 
seen the return of his delegate. His successor, Euthymius III 
promised to write to the pope as did his predecessor. Makarius III 
Zaim (1647-1672) who succeeded him, also had good relations 
with the Church of Rome, so much so that he was called a 
crypto-Catholic. Like his predecessors, he did not see any 
incompatibility between his belonging to Orthodoxy and his loyalty 
to the Roman Church, for the simple reason that the doctrine was 
essentially the same. These Orthodox Patriarchs of Antioch, as well 
as many other bishops, received Catholic missionaries in their 
churches and gave them the tasks of preaching and of helping in the 
development of the Orthodox youth. Neither the Roman Church 
nor Orthodoxy had denounced these acts of communion.” 

In brief, these acts of communion bridged the canonical 
schism throughout the centuries, and one can state that this schism, 
which both the Crusaders and the substitution of a Latin hierarchy 
for the Orthodox one exacerbated, still the separation was not 
effectively consummated until the development of Uniatism, when 
the Roman Congregation of the Propaganda Fide resolved to 
impose upon the East its new conception of unity, which consisted 
in juridically incorporating the Eastern Churches into the Roman 
Church and to separate the Eastern faithful from their legitimate 
pastors, and attach them to a new hierarchy set up in parallel to the 
Orthodox hierarchy. 


My Project of Double Communion 


Seeing that: a) during the first millennium of the life of the 
Church, separations occurred in spite of ecclesial communion, and 
occurring within the one and undivided Church, and 
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b) since the schism between Rome and Orthodoxy during the 
second millennium, numerous acts of intercommunion still existed; 
and 

c) convinced that the Roman Catholics themselves deplore the 
creation of Uniate Eastern Catholic Churches at a time when 
dialogue was not possible, taking as an example the talk that Pope 
Paul VI gave at the Phanar, where he recommended to the pastors 
of the Churches “to know one another and to respect one another, 
as pastors of that part of the flock of Christ that has been confided 
to them, and to avoid all that may introduce confusion and thus 
disperse them”.(Another example would be the words that Cardinal 
Jean Willebrands delivered when he deplored, as a sad event, the 
creation of the Armenian Catholic Patriarchate. ); and 

d) being convinced that the dialogue for unity between the Roman 
and Orthodox Churches (Chalcedonian or not), although going on 
now, will not reach conclusions for a long time; and 

e) not admitting that the Uniate Eastern Churches, which—being 
created by bypassed methods of apostolate—must wait until the full 
return of communion between Rome and Orthodoxy (God knows 
when), should continue on their path, instead of correcting as soon 
as possible that which is recognized to be wrong and cause 
dissension; and 

f) persuaded that the practice of life in common can sometimes ease 
the difficulties of principles that appear insurmountable, and that the 
local experience in a particular Church can crystallize these situa- 
tions and smooth over certain difficulties in ways other than by 
intellectual dialogue or experiences derived from a world wide 
effort: 


I had proposed in 1975 to the Greek Catholic Melkite Synod, a 
project of double communion that would allow the Melkite Greek 
Catholics of the Patriarchate of Antioch to prepare themselves to 
rejoin the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate of Antioch from whom they 
were separated without sufficient reason; but also without rupturing 


96 


Chapter Fourteen, The Project of Double Communion 
their communion with the Bishop of Rome, a communion which 
was inspired by the situation that existed during the first 
millennium, and not waiting until the doctrines defined by Vatican I 
on primacy and infallibility of the pope be revised and reformulated 
by the Roman Church and Orthodoxy together. Such an experience 
in a specific local Church, such as that of Antioch, would allow the 
Roman and Orthodox Churches to furnish proof that this 
coexistence may help them in their search for unity. In any case, 
the almost universal condemnation of Uniatism gives us the right, 
and forces us to answer the question now, instead of postponing it 
to the future. 


Negative Reactions from Rome 


My project of double communion presented to the Melkite 
Greek Catholic Synod held at Ain-Traz in August 1975, was 
communicated by this Synod to the Sacred Oriental Congregation 
on the 7th of September the same year. The Papal Secretary of 
State decided to establish a special commission made up of 
members from the Congregations for the Doctrine of Faith and 
from the Oriental Congregation, as well as members from the 
Secretariat for Christian Unity. The commission presented its 
answers to my project in four points, which are the following: 

“1) The ecclesial understanding of both the Orthodox as 
well as the Catholic Churches, although divergent as to their point 
of origin and the nature and extent of the privileges of the Roman 
See, nevertheless exclude totally the possibility, either temporary or 
provisional, of a double communion or a double allegiance. This is 
an important fact of faith that touches the very nature of the 
Church, and there is no justifiable reason to state that one is willing 
to abandon it. 

“It is true that the concilar documents of Vatican II 
recognize a true, but partial, communion between sepa-rated 
Christians, especially between the Orthodox and Catholics, a 
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communion which has been qualified as almost perfect by the Holy 
Father. This doctrinal position has allowed certain statements to be 
made, under well defined circumstances and for specific instances, 
that a certain communicatio in sacris is permissible, notably in the 
Sacraments of Penance, the Eucharist and Anointing of the Sick. 

“On the other hand, it is not valid to conclude that the 
concilar texts and those written after the Council, give the authority 
for the extension of this individual and limited faculty to a collective 
and generalized plan, that is to say that it can be applied 
indiscriminately and under all circum-stances to members of one 
Church or community who have continued to be separated from full 
Catholic communion due to doctrinal or major ecclesial differences. 

“2) Full intercommunion 1s a long term program, especially 
as each side of this dialogue must carry it out in constant agreement 
with their higher authorities, the Holy See of Rome for the Catholic 
side and the totality of the sister Churches on the Orthodox side. 
(Conference of Rhodes in 1964) This enterprise thus has a global 
character, and it cannot be realized in isolation. It is not aimed at 
allowing the partners of the dialogue to separate themselves or to 
differentiate themselves, and especially to relax the bonds that unite 
them to the communion to which they belong. Local unity is not 
realizable in the plan of world-wide unity. 

“3) The fact that this work is of long duration should not be 
an excuse to do away, as of now, with the initial necessary steps. It 
is thus even more important to start the dialogue immediately. In 
such a case, it would be important to consider a practical program 
on a pastoral level. The formation of priests and laity, catechesis, 
renewal of monastic life, and the renewal of liturgical life are such 
examples. One must progressively reconstitute, wherever this is 
possible, the groundwork of fraternal existence and collaboration, 
before one plans more ambitious projects. Such a pastoral program 
depends upon an authentic ecumenism at the local level. 

“4) Without misunderstanding the particular historical links 
that exist between the Melkite Greek Catholic Church and the 
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Orthodox Church, the former must not forget the point of view of 
the other Churches existing in the same territory of the Patriarchate 
of Antioch which are already in full Catholic communion. The 
ecumenical activity is the work of the whole group to which 
Vatican II has confided to the vigilance of their pastors. This 
presupposes an exchange of information between the highest 
authorities and a consideration of fraternal harmony. 

“Also, and very timely, the Melkite bishops in their Synod in 
August, recommended moderation and patience, because the people 
in both communities are far from having the appropriate 
psychological and spiritual dispositions necessary for reunification. 
This remark also is true of the Catholic faithful in the other local 
Churches. Dated, Rome, the 9th of April 1976.” 


Reflections on the Roman Response: Point I 


In the first paragraph, the three Roman Congregations 
focussed their observations on the question of ecclesial communion, 
as related to the nature of the privileges of the Roman See, their 
origin, their nature and their dimension. In other words, the 
differences in understandings of Roman primacy between the East 
and the West, constitute according to these three Roman 
Congregations the major, almost unique obstacle to the rebuilding 
of communion between Rome and Orthodoxy. Such a statement 
would be inconceivable to the Latin Fathers as well as to the 
Eastern Fathers during the millennium of union and throughout the 
Seven Great Ecumenical Councils. It has never been invoked in the 
past, that these privileges constituted an important point of faith, 
and could become an obstacle to ecclesial communion, which was 
the principal object of the prayer of Jesus Christ on the night of His 
death. “This is an important point of faith that touches the very 
nature of the Church itself.” So stated the three Roman Congre- 
gations. However, the Roman and Orthodox Churches have lived 
in communion during the first millennium, have held ecumenical 
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councils together, in spite of different conceptions they had 
concerning the structure of the Church and the role of the Bishop of 
Rome. Nothing has changed relating to this point in Orthodoxy. 
The latter, in its totality, is willing to accept the status quo that 
existed before the Great Schism as it relates to Roman primacy. 
And Vatican II, in spite of texts from Vatican I, has recommended 
in its decree, Unitatis Redintegratio, that one should place an 
emphasis on the nature of the relationship that existed between the 
Eastern Churches and the See of Rome before the separation. * 

It is this same theme that Pope Paul VI evoked in his 
message that was read at the commemoration of the seven 
hundredth anniversary of the Council of Lyons.” 

Thus we cannot accept that communion between Rome and 
Orthodoxy must be conditioned by ecclesial differences that 
occurred before the Schism, and yet which did not prevent the 
Churches from remaining united during a whole millennium. These 
differences had never been considered as being an essential part of 
the deposit of faith. The unilateral definitions of Vatican I can add 
nothing to this essential deposit of the common faith, that 1s now 
being required for ecclesial communion. Otherwise, we can not 
understand why Vatican II and Pope Paul VI have recommended 
that we go back to the relations that existed between Rome and 
Orthodoxy before the Schism. 

As to the statements mentioned in the second paragraph, 
according to which documents from Vatican II have permitted a 
certain communicatio in sacris, under well defined conditions and 
for individuals only, but that these concessions cannot be extended 
to a collective whole. One cannot find any theological justification 
for such a position. Please allow me to remind you here that the 
Church is not a purely temporal society where one can delineate 
two separate lines of conduct, one for individuals and one for 
groups. In the practice of the sacraments, and more particularly of 
the Eucharist, the faithful, all faithful act in communion with the 
Church, and the Church is presented to each faithful, and in each 
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faithful who takes part in the liturgical sacrifice and receives 
communion from the Eucharistic Christ. Thus one cannot state that 
communicatio in sacris, permitted to the faithful, is forbidden for 
his Church, his bishop, or any other ecclesial group with whom the 
faithful is in communion. I feel that the basis for this distinction is a 
lack of theological understanding. 


Point II 


“This is a task of long duration” says the report of the three 
congregations. We have already stated in these pages, that 
numerous generations can be born, live and die in schism, before 
unity is realized. The report confirms our observations, and thus 
Roman primacy—instead of being a source of benediction for the 
people of God—continues to remain a source of sadness, 
perpetuating, in effect, the disaster of the schism. 

In its report, the three congregations added, “Each side 
must devote its major concentration to this work of 
intercommunion and must be in constant agreement with its leaders. 
... This enterprise thus has a global dimension. Local unity cannot 
be realized except as part of scheme for world wide unity’. In a 
few words, this statement says that we must wait until the Roman 
and Orthodox Churches unite, before we, as Eastern Catholics, can 
rejoin Orthodoxy, which by then will have re-established 
communion with Rome. 

However, if this principle can be applied to the Latin 
Churches on the Catholic side, it cannot be applied to us Eastern 
Catholics for numerous reasons: 

1) Because the Eastern Catholics not of the Latin rite, did 
not unite themselves to the Bishop of Rome in the same way as the 
Latins did, who were part of the Western Patriarchate, and for who 
the pope is also patriarch and hierarchical head. The Latins are 
subject to the Bishop of Rome, the Eastern Catholics are in 
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communion with him. Thus one cannot establish common rules for 
both groups. 

2) Because the Latin Church separated, en bloc, from a 
sister Church, distinct from it and now known as the Orthodox 
Church. Thus it would be normal for them to re-enter communion, 
en bloc. However, we Uniate Christians, we have detached 
ourselves from our own Church, the Orthodox Church, to rejoin the 
Roman communion. Our return to the Orthodox communion, as 
we have conceived of it and proposed it, must not necessarily be 
linked to that of the Latin Church. 

3) Because the Latin and Orthodox Churches pre-existed 
the schism, while for us Eastern Christians, our Churches were born 
of the schism that created Uniatism. It is thus natural that we feel 
the need to put an end to this situation, more so and more acutely 
than do the Latins or the Orthodox. In this ecumenical age, we 
have already seen that the ecumenists and theologians of both the 
East and the West regret the creation of the untate Churches as 
being an irrational act, not an ecumenical one. We thus have a right 
to look for a solution to our problems, a solution such as double 
communion, that will permit us not to wait indefinitely until full 
communion is restored between Rome and Orthodoxy, under- 
standing fully that this return to communion requires work of a long 
duration. God only knows what long duration means in the 
language of Rome. 


Point III 


The report of the three Roman Congregations states, “One 
must slowly and progressively reconstitute all that which 1s 
possible, in all areas. One must re-establish the groundwork for 
fraternal understanding and collaboration before one starts with 
more ambitious projects.” How? “First of all by envisioning a 
practical program on a pastoral level, the formation of priests and 
laity, catechesis, renewal of monastic life and renewal of liturgical 
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life.” If I understand this well, one must realize this program of 
collaboration with the Orthodox in order to reconstitute the fabric 
of fraternal understanding. It is pleasing to see that the three 
Roman Congregations have taken into account that we are 
separated, that we Eastern Christians are separated from our 
oriental traditions, and that we have a need to re-adapt ourselves to 
a life in common with the Orthodox on the basis of Christian 
formation, catechesis, monastic and liturgical life. Thus it is not a 
renewal to work together with the Orthodox, but a return to our 
Orthodox traditions that is needed for us to realize this fraternal 
understanding. 

Nevertheless, this return to our traditions has been made 
impossible by the manner in which these Roman Congregations 
govern us and who impose upon us Latin law. The Oriental Canon 
Law that is being prepared in Rome, which the Eastern Catholic 
hierarchs have severely criticized, will only keep us for a long time 
to come, as strangers to the authentic traditions of the Christian 
East. 

And how will these Uniate Eastern Churches realize this 
catechetical renewal together with the Orthodox, when the origin, 
the nature and the extent of the privileges of the See of Rome are 
considered by the Roman Congregations as being an essential point 
of faith, that. touches upon the central nature of the Church, and 
which is the central point of Roman ecclesiology? Will this have to 
remain an integral part of this catechesis? 

What about liturgical renewal? Can we join together with 
the Orthodox in our understanding of the Liturgy, when we 
Uniates, except for certain major feast days and in certain convents 
and cathedrals, have reduced the Liturgy to a “machine that 
produces Masses”, and Eucharistic Liturgies that are almost always 
removed from the Divine Office, extending throughout the liturgical 
year? We produce beautiful Solemn Masses from time to time, but 
the Liturgy has lost its soul among us, and can only recover it 
within the context of a living Oriental tradition, as well as 
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theological, patristic, ascetical and monastic traditions, that gave 
birth to such a Liturgy. However, with us as with the Latins, “the 
eucharistic ecclesiology has disappeared and has been replaced by 
an ecclesiology that is more sociological and juridical. The liturgical 
celebration is seen, first of all, within its ceremonial, rubrical and 
canonical context, that is to say, its external envelope, because 
faith, piety and spirituality, and even sometimes theology cannot 
remain in conformity with post-Tridentine teaching” ."” 

And what is collaboration with Orthodoxy in the formation 
of priests and laity, as recommended by the three Roman 
Congregations? From which traditions should we derive our 
inspiration to realize such a collaboration? We Eastern Christians 
have received our formation, although based upon rational 
consideration, as a deformation of Eastern Christianity. This 
formation we have received from Latin missionaries, using Latin 
textbooks. Can this serve as a useful ground for understanding and 
collaborating with the Orthodox? Is it not simpler to talk about 
returning to our Oriental traditions, a return that can never be fully 
realized while bound to the all-powerful Roman machine? We have 
abandoned our oriental traditions by living outside of Orthodoxy, 
and only a return to Orthodoxy and the daily living within 
Orthodoxy will allow us to progressively recoup our oriental soul, 
that of our fathers in the faith. And this return to Orthodoxy does 
not imply, as we have explained above, a rupture of communion 
with the Pope of Rome, neither will it hurt Orthodoxy which would 
be enriched with what we have received from the Christian West. 

In spite of all the preceding, let us suppose that our Church, 
or any other Eastern Catholic Church, plans to work and 
collaborate with the Orthodox Church in the proposed renewal 
scheme. Do we believe that the latter will enter into this with 
enthusiasm? And why should it? It is well known that Rome will 
not allow us to re-establish communion with them before the Latin 
Church does. The report of the three Roman Congregations is 
proof of this. Orthodoxy also knows that the day when the Latin 
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Church re-enters into communion with them, it will drag us 
automatically into this communion, without asking our advice. The 
Orthodox Church knows the real place we occupy within Roman 
Catholicism, and what part will be reserved for us in the major 
decisions that will be made for us. 

Since the great, if not the only, obstacle to full 
intercommunion between Rome and Orthodoxy—and thus 
consequently between us and Orthodoxy—is the authority and the 
privileges of the Bishop of Rome, how can we oriental Uniates 
concern ourselves with this issue, since we do not have the proper 
authority to deal with it? 

No. Everything that has been proposed to us by these three 
Roman Congregations does not interest Orthodoxy, simply because 
we, the Eastern Catholics are not a free people. It places the 
Western Church in a position, and gives it the right to propose, to 
engage and to decide upon our fate. 


Point IV 


The fourth and last point of the report of the three Roman 
Congregations is for us not to lose sight of the other Churches that 
are in the same territory of the Patriarchate of Antioch, and are fully 
within the Catholic communion. “An ecumenical action, is an 
action in its totality.” They are blind guides. “And if a blind man 
leads a blind man, both will fall into a pit.” (Mt 15:14) If we are 
not in the same hole, we are at least in the same basket. 

When the Melkite Greek Catholic Church at Vatican II 
elaborated on the greatness and the advantages of the patriarchal 
and synodal institution, as practiced in the East, a traditional system 
including collegial power, so desired by the Latin Council Fathers, 
another Eastern Catholic non-Latin Patriarch stood up the next day 
to denigrate such an institution. The hierarchs of the Uniate 
Eastern Churches of the Patriarchate of Antioch and the other 
Eastern patriarchs, do not always see eye to eye in the ecumenical 
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movement. The Latin Fathers of Vatican II had proof of this every 
day. To oblige a Church of the Patriarchate of Antioch to depend 
upon these others for its ecumenical activities, already very limited, 
is to reduce it to total inertia. 

In addition ecumenical action necessitates, above all, that 
each Church return to its own sources. Thus each of the Catholic 
Uniate Churches, that considers itself as belonging to the 
Patriarchate of Antioch or as deriving from it, has its own roots 
which are not identical with those of the others. Each has its own 
history and traditions that link it organically with the Orthodox 
Church from which it separated itself, and this is what differentiates 
it from other Catholic Churches that claim the same patriarchate. 
An elementary rule that must preside over all ecumenical 
endeavors, insists that each Eastern Catholic Church search for and 
try to draw near to the Orthodox Church of that rite from which it 
separated itself. To unite, these Churches must “each one convert 
itself in the line of its own development, it seeking its best 
understanding of Christ in the fidelity to its own tradition and to its 
own particular spirituality.” 

To want to realign these Eastern Catholic Churches under 
the pretext of fraternal harmony is thus to further annihilate their 
ecumenical role, which already is almost zero. But, can I be 
allowed to ask, in what measure has the Roman Church taken into 
consideration this fraternal harmony, not between sister Churches, 
but between members of the same Church, when it cut into half 
each of the Orthodox Churches in the Near East in order to create 
the Uniate Patriarchates? This is something it would not have done 
today, and which Pope Paul VI condemned when he recommended 
to avoid all that which may disperse the flock, or introduce 
confusion in its ranks. 

Finally, concerning the faithful of the Melkite Greek 
Catholic and the Greek Orthodox Churches, it is not true that they 
are still afar from the psychological and spiritual dispositions 
necessary for reunification. 
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The People of God Want Unity and Try to Live It 


We do not pretend that the people of God living in the East 
need a long period of psychological and spiritual preparation to 
accept a renewal of ecclesial communion. Catholics and Orthodox 
among us are related to one another, and frequently live under the 
same roof. They participate in the same Divine Office, they share 
the same Divine Liturgy, and they have the same customs. They 
show no difficulties in intermarrying among themselves and to 
receive the nuptial benediction from the Church in which they are 
married, whether Orthodox or Catholic. 

We often see bishops and priests of the two Churches 
participating together in funeral services, on the invitation by the 
family of the deceased, who thus seek consolation in seeing the two 
bishops, side by side, partaking in their sadness. If the bishops did 
not oppose it, then the Orthodox and Catholics would receive Holy 
Communion from one or the other of the Churches. 

Those of the people of God who are not nourished by 
political or confessional interests are better prepared to return to 
communion than the senior clergy, who are held back by juridical 
and administrative scruples which are not shared by the faithful. As 
a matter of fact, the hearts of the faithful beat with joy when, 
following Vatican II, they believed—for the mght or wrong 
reasons—that Christian unity was already very close. How greatly 
they are deceived today when they see that the years are passing, 
and unity still remains a long term goal. The people of God are 
certainly bothered by a communion that can only happen at the 
price of another schism, such as which occurred with the creation 
of Uniatism. A return to communion not accompanied by a new 
split can only be a source of joy for them. They wait with 
impatience. We see the evidence of this in the great number of 
faithful from all confessions who come to the common celebrations 
and ceremonies during the Week of Prayer for Christian Unity. 

That unity needs a certain preparation is indeed 
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understandable. As Archbishop P. K. Medawar, the former Melkite 
Greek Catholic Patriarchal Vicar in Egypt, recently wrote: “To find 
a solution to the problems that can arise in case of reunification in 
the Patriarchate of Antioch, requires study of the political and 
parliamentary problems of each community, the question of 
marriage and the civil laws, Church properties, and other things that 
the two branches of the Church of Antioch must settle between 
themselves and other interested countries.” However, we do not 
need an indefinite time to arrive at answers to the above. 

No. Our Catholic people do not need a long preparation to 
unite themselves to their Orthodox brothers. They already feel 
themselves to be very close to them, religiously, liturgically, and 
socially, and to be much closer to them than to their Latin brothers. 
The people of God, here and elsewhere, is and always will be 
united, as they were during the era of the Council of Florence, 
where, according to Cardinal Willebrands, “The Council had 
considered the Oriental faithful as being a member of the same 
Church. What was still needed was unity among the hierarchs.” 

Let it please God, that we, the members of the hierarchy, 
need more psychological preparation for renewing our links with 
our brothers in Jesus Christ, than do our people. 

It was not long ago that I blessed a marriage between a 
Catholic and an Orthodox. During the service, the reader was 
chanting the Epistle of St. Paul to the Ephesians, where the Apostle 
compared the union of two Christians in matrimony to that of 
Christ and the Church. I found myself faced with this painful 
paradox: How can two faithful, who this morning communicated 
the Eucharistic Body of Christ, and who from now on will be as 
intimately united as Christ 1s to His Church, how can they continue 
living together but in schism? Schism means a rupture of 
communion, and yet they are supposed to be one, as Christ is in His 
Church. To marry them, it was necessary to remove a canonical 
impediment which was an obstacle to their union, and yet, the 
schism, even a greater obstacle remains. 
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For how long can we accept such equivocation, we who 
have chosen to be the doctors and the leaders in Jesus Christ? 


In All Conscience: No to Schism 


It is regrettable that the Roman Curia reacted so negatively 
to my project of double communion. They could have made it an 
object of profound study, and to have found a way to end the 
suffering of these Eastern Catholic Churches, allowing them to 
settle a situation about which they have done nothing but complain 
since their creation. 

In the third point of the reply presented by these three 
Roman Congregations, after having recommended, “that these 
Churches have to progressively reconstitute the basis for fraternal 
collaboration” have then stated that, “the time is not yet suitable to 
consider more ambitious projects.” ... Ambitious, such as the 
project of double communion? Evidently, it is more ambitious than 
the project of communion between Rome and Orthodoxy. The 
Roman Church thus, has not yet considered the unity project. To 
envisage, according to the Larousse dictionary, means to, “consider 
in spirit.” Thus the Church of Rome, as of April 9, 1976, the date 
of the report of the three Congregations, has not yet considered in 
spirit, either a project of communion, of ways leading to effective 
intercommunion. 

Why then all these talks and these communications coming 
from Rome and from high Orthodox authorities, leading the 
Christian people to believe that since Vatican II only one short step 
was needed to change the almost perfect communion between sister 
Churches into a perfect communion? Why then these commissions 
and sub-commissions if unity, or even a local and modest 
experience of unity, such as envisioned in the project of double 
communion, is nothing but an ambitious project? Why ambitious? 
Probably because it will require an infinite amount of time to arrive 
at an understanding of “the privileges of the Holy See of Rome, 
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their origins, their nature and their extent.” These points were 
brought up by the report of the three Roman Congregations, as 
being the essential elements of any dialogue, and which, so far, 
appear to be a stumbling block for any project leading to 
inter-communion. 

These “privileges of the Holy See of Rome” have been 
elevated to be equal to the great dogmas of the Church, but do not 
interest the People of God, and do not constitute, according to even 
Western theologians, a truth essential to the depositum fidei, nor a 
sufficient reason to perpetuate a disastrous schism. 

As for me, I cannot tolerate, in good faith, this state of 
things. In conscience, I call upon the bishops, pastors and masters 
in Jesus Christ, to denounce the vanity of the pretexts that have 
divided the Church of Rome and Eastern Orthodoxy, and which 
have maintained the canonical rupture between the Eastern Catholic 
Churches and the Churches of their Fathers in the faith who have 
transmitted to them the faith in Jesus Christ, through their suffering 
and their martyrs. I call upon them to say “No!” to the schism that 
can affect several more generations of the faithful. 

May my brother bishops, Catholic and Orthodox, permit me 
to state that they are giving the impression of being comfortably 
installed in schism, and in no hurry to come out of it. As for us, 
Uniate Easterners, who are at the core of this separation, we have, 
least of all, a reason to resign ourselves to the established state of 
things. 

A high dignitary of the Catholic Church, belonging to one of 
the major religious orders of the West, with whom I shared my 
anguish, asked me: “Why don’t you become Orthodox?” I 
answered him: “Why do we Eastern Catholics have to live in 
schism?” We have been implicated by the Orthodox as being in 
schism created by Uniatism, a schism that has separated us from the 
Church of our Fathers. I do not want to end my life with another 
schism, this one personal and in conscience, that will separate me 
from the Church of Rome, the first among all the Churches. No, 
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this time I want to be witness of an inter-communion and a 
reconciliation between the Roman and Orthodox Churches, both of 
whom are authentic, apostolic, complementary, faithful to the 
apostolic teachings and to the doctrines of the Fathers and the 
Ecumenical Councils. I want to render witness to one and to the 
other, even though I may have to hurl myself against one or the 
other. 
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Whereas the schism between the Roman Church and 


Orthodoxy is due to political and human factors, more than 
religious, with the doctrinal arguments being used to legitimize 
these differences; and 

Whereas the Roman and Orthodox Churches have always 
kept the essential elements of the doctrines of the Apostles and 
Fathers; and 

Whereas this common and essential doctrine is judged to be 
sufficient to justify canonical communion, especially, if one adds to 
this the doctrines of the Ecumenical Councils; and 

Whereas Orthodoxy has also, at least as much as any other 
Church, lived its faith, suffering persecution, martyrdom, and 
retaining an exemplary liturgical and sacramental life; and 

Whereas canonical communion between the Roman Church 
and Orthodoxy existed during the first millennium in spite of 
political rivalries, conflicts of authority and divergences in the 
formulation of the same doctrines and in their respective 
conceptions of Roman primacy; and 

Whereas the splits between them during the first millennium, 
occurred within the One Church, to which the Churches continued 
to belong and to which, after the split, returned to ecclesiastical 
communion as soon as the conflicts were settled; and 

Whereas relations and inter-communion existed between the 
Churches already separated after canonical schism, as for example 
within the Church of Antioch between the Orthodox patriarchs and 
bishops on the one side and Rome and its missionaries on the other 
side: relations that continued until the creation of the Uniate 
Churches definitively interrupted them; and 
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Whereas men of the Church, including the past few popes as 
well as ecumenists and theologians, still affirm up until today that 
the Roman Church and Orthodoxy are two integral parts of the 
same unique Church of Jesus Christ; and 

Whereas the reciprocal anathemas that consecrated the 
schism and split the Church of Christ into two separate and distinct 
Churches—this in spite of the fact that previous separations had 
occurred within the One and same Church—have been removed; 
and 

Whereas the Uniatism created during medieval times, 1s now 
recognized to be unjustified on a doctrinal or ecumenical plane, 
according to the will of all, and which the Roman Church would 
never have tolerated if it had been enlivened by the ecumenical 
spirit of today; and 

Whereas theologians, ecumenists, and men of the Church 
today regret the existence of the Uniate Churches, a testimony to a 
past that has recently been changing: and 

Whereas Pope Paul VI himself implicitly condemned 
Uniatism during his talk at the Phanar, where he recommended to 
the pastors to avoid dispersing the flock of Christ confined to other 
pastors, and to end the confusion in their ranks; and 

Whereas communion between the Roman Church and 
Orthodoxy is absolutely essential to the formation of One Church, 
the Mystical Body of Christ in its totality, and that neither one 
possesses, while separated, the plenitude of the patrimony of Christ; 
and 

Wheras no believer has the right to live and to die in a state 
of schism with any other authentic Church of Christ, forming part 
of the undivided Mystical Body; and 

Whereas the love of Christ is intimately linked to the love of 
His Church, His Bride, in what, for each believer, is his particular 
Church, the Church of his Fathers who transmitted to him the faith 
of the Holy Apostles, and 
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Whereas fidelity to Christ necessitates above all, fidelity to 
this Church, at all times except in the case of heresy; and 

Whereas the Chalcedonian and non-Chalcedonian Churches, 
as well as the Roman Catholic Church itself, cannot be called 
heretic; and 

Whereas schism is a sin that one must get rid of as soon as 
one has the grace to become conscious of it, and is a source of 
scandal that one must eliminate as soon as possible; and 

Whereas Jesus Christ died while praying “that all may be 
one” so that the world might believe that the Father has sent Him, 
and in view of the fact that His wish on this point was sealed by His 
Blood; and 

Wheras no juridical or human consideration must impede 
the accomplishment of the last will of Christ, and 

Whereas that no particular Church, even the Church of 
Rome, has the right to act unilaterally in a local council or even 
outside such a council, to impose upon other Churches a discipline 
or a dogma proper to itself only, and which would interfere with 
this divine will; and 

Whereas the prerogatives of the Bishop of Rome, their 
limits and his primatial authority, do not form part of the essential 
deposit of faith, common to all, and necessary for canonical 
communion, since divergences in the understanding of this primacy 
during the first millennium of the Christian era did not affect the 
unity of the Church, which proves that this question is related more 
to the disciplinary domain; and 

Wheras the last few popes have implicitly recognized that 
they could not impose anything upon Orthodoxy, and that anything 
that the popes as well as the general councils of the West have 
decreed or defined unilaterally after the schism, could not be 
imposed upon Orthodoxy. (These words were used by Pope Paul 
VI during the commemoration of the seventh centenary of the 
Council of Lyons.); and 


114 


Chapter Fifteen, A Case of Conscience 

Whereas Vatican II recommended that ecumenists look into 
the nature of the relationship that existed between Rome and 
Orthodoxy before the schism, and to give them due consideration; 
and 

Whereas all these facts have been corroborated in this study 
by the testimony of popes, patriarchs, ecumenists and theologians, 
and whose competence and sincerity cannot be doubted; 
... Thus a case of conscience bothers the author of these pages. 


A Case of Conscience 


In view of all of the above, and in view of the fact that one 
is born and one dies only once, I do not recognize in myself the 
right to live the remainder of my days and to die in a state of schism 
with Orthodoxy, to whom I owe the faith transmitted to my fathers 
from generation to gene-ration, nourished by love and by blood. 
Even more so, because this Orthodoxy is recognized by the Roman 
Church as the carrier of an authentic deposit of faith, and that it did 
not commit any more sins than did the first of all the Churches. 

Neither do I recognize the right to live and to die in a state 
of schism from the Church of Rome, recognized by all and at all 
times, as being the first see of Christianity and the center of unity. 


A Commitment 


I love the Roman Catholic Church and I also love 
Orthodoxy. I would willingly give my life as testimony to one or to 
the other. I believe that together, reunited, they form the one, 
unique Church of Jesus Christ. Not being able to see them declare 
their canonical unity before the end of my life, and persuaded that 
remaining in communion with one or the other, I am and will die 
being separated from an integral part of the Mystical Body of 
Christ. Thus, I will permit myself to associate them together in the 
same profession of my personal faith, rendered public, integrating 
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myself in front of God, even though not yet canonically, into the 
one and undivided Church, equally Roman and Orthodox. 

In other words, and to become very clear, I state what I am 
and that I want to die in full communion with the Roman Church 
and with Eastern Orthodoxy, represented locally by the Greek 
Orthodox Patriarch of Antioch, both Churches being holy, 
apostolic, substantially identical in their faith, their apostolicity, 
their episcopacy, their ecclesial cults and their sacramental 
celebrations. 

I ask that both of them to pardon me for totally refusing to 
adhere to the schism that has separated them, and for arguing 
against and denouncing the unjustifiable length of time it has taken 
to reclaim their canonical communion, prolonging thus without 
sufficient reason the suffering of Christ and of His people in His 
Body which is the Church. __ It is not necessary for me to say that I 
love and appreciate my own ecclesial family, the Melkite Greek 
Catholic Church, in which I received holy baptism, chrismation, the 
priesthood, and for more than a quarter of a century, the fullness of 
the priesthood as a bishop. The struggle my Church has carried out 
since its creation, to remain faithful to its Fathers in the faith, and to 
avoid a total absorption by western latinization, has predisposed it 
to enrich Orthodoxy by its difficult experiences of unity. I would 
like my Church to rejoin as soon as possible Orthodoxy while 
remaining faithful to tts communion with Rome, the first among all. 


I Do Not Denigrate Anyone 


I would like everyone to know that I will not cast the first 
stone, neither at those who were originally involved in the Great 
Schism that separated the Roman from the Orthodox Churches, nor 
at those who have divided Orthodoxy by creating the Uniate 
Churches. We cannot reproach others for being of being part of 
their times. They would act differently if they were here today, and 
we would have probably acted like them if we were living during 
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their times. If at the time of the Crusades the Romans based their 
latinizing actions in the East on the rights of conquerors, the 
Byzantines acted in a similar manner three centuries earlier in 
southern Italy. Many among the defenders of controversial theology 
and of absorption would have acted with the same convictions, 
while the same generosity that animates the Bishops of Rome and 
some of their collaborators today, as well as the majority of the 
missionaries, have a theology of openness. Among them, and in 
both Churches, one can include many saints. For the initiators of 
uniatism, according to Father Lanne, the “Eastern Catholic 
Churches were but a pawn among many others, in the immense 
renewal of Catholic reconquest that followed the Protestant 
Reformation.” 

In any case, according to Father Henri de Lubac, “It is 
evident that in no era, in any location has the Church been faithful 
in its members. Sin reigns over all; neither sin nor any other kind of 
human weakness spares anyone. However, it is also true that it is 
always the Church that transmits to us the message of the Gospels, 
and that today, more than at any other time, it does so with purity 
and with vigor, it urges us to renew ourselves in a truly evangelical 
way.” 

But we should not judge the people of past ages. Instead, 
we must profit today from the stirring of the Spirit Who flows over 
the Churches, to hasten the day of return to Christian unity, or even 
more so, to recognize the unity of faith between the Roman and 
Orthodox Churches and to reestablish canonical communion that 
only the vicissitudes of history have split, thus adopting the 
principle expressed by the first Synod in Jerusalem, and evoked by 
Pope John Paul II on his visit to Constantinople on November 28, 
1979, “We must not lay on you any burden beyond that which 1s 
strictly necessary.”” 

I recognize in advance that neither the Roman Church nor 
Orthodoxy, involved both ecclesiologically and canonically, both 
among themselves and interiorly, can declare themselves favorable 
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to my stated position. I would not have run such a risk if the 
Churches had purely and simply accepted my gesture. The Church 
which would have accepted this appeal, would have been able to 
accomplish it. 

Thus it is with respect and without bitterness that I will 
accept all negative responses from whatever side they come. On 
the other hand, I am conscious that I have not started something 
totally new. The prophetic initiatives of Paul VI and Athenagoras I 
have opened the path to all kinds of possibilities. My humble 
intervention is only one of many, and will not be the last. 

I ask from all to accept in charity my sincere statement that 
what I have presented proceeds from my love for Jesus Christ and 
His Church, and a sincere will to satisfy an obligation in conscience, 
knowing well, that the position in which I place myself will not be 
one of peace and serenity. Others can legitimately translate their 
love and fidelity to Christ in a different manner. On my part 
however, I accept as of now, all the consequences of my inter- 
vention as a reparation for the deficiencies in my apostolate in the 
service of the Lord. 
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My book, Yous schismatiques?, like every shock-book, 
was bound to provoke some various and even contradictory 
reactions. It was welcomed with enthusiasm by the great 
theologians and ecumenists of the West who were discouraged by 
the slowness of the ecumenical dialogue, and very understandably it 
dissatisfied certain Eastern Catholics, whose communal sensitivity 
diminishes their ecumenical sensitivity. 

However, I was pleasantly touched by the favorable 
welcome given this book by some Eastern Catholic priests and 
bishops, to whom I had the opportunity of offering it. Some 
Catholic religious of illustrious Latin orders in the East even took 
the initiative of circulating it in their religious houses. 

We have received some half-negative and _ half-positive 
reactions from Eastern Catholic ecclesiastics. Most of them have 
some reservations on the chapter relating to Uniatism, without 
saying anything about double communion, the main object of the 
book. 

I would not have felt the need to respond to these reactions, 
if one or the other had not been annexed to the file of the Synod 
and if Le Lien, magazine of the patriarchate, had not echoed them. 
It would be up to history to distinguish whether my ideas were true 
or false by confronting them to the crucial problem of Christian 
unity which the Savior made the center of his preoccupations and 
the object of his last will. 

Permit me to make two important observations: 

a) a serious reading of my book Is first necessary before giving a 
sufficient answer to the contemplated or possible objections. 
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topic of the book, which is the double communion. 

I will not answer every author individually. I will relate the 
noted objections and answer them by often referring to my book, 
where these objections were anticipated and the answers given. 

I note, however, that no answer could satisfy those who are 
obsessed—lI insist on this word—by the problem of Christian unity 
and by the urgency of the accomplishment of Christ’s will, “that the 
world may believe.” 

Those who look for the justification of the division made in 
the heart of Eastern Orthodoxy in the archives of the patriarchate 
of Antioch and in the historic events which accompanied the Uniate 
movement, will only lose their time reading my book. 

My response is not addressed to those who are comfortably 
installed in Uniatism and who have forgotten that they must be 
Christian only in Eastern Orthodoxy, which is venerated today as 
such even by the Roman Church herself; nor is 1t addressed to those 
who enjoy finding fault with Orthodoxy instead of loving it like a 
mother. 

Having said this, I must recall the main theme of my book 
Tous schismatiques?: this is why I wrote it. It is in relation to this 
theme that the major objections must be made. Others objections, 
as legitimate as they could be, remain marginal: this will not forbid 
me to respond here. 

In my book I thoroughly explained the theme or the goal 
that I proposed in writing it: to express a case of personal 
conscience for which I must find a personal solution. This excluded 
every intention on my part to impose or to suggest this solution for 
everyone or to solicit an official or unofficial approval of any 
Church of my action. For me it concerns a personal overture which 
excludes any rupture with Rome or with Orthodoxy and which 
engages their responsibility in the acceptance or the refusal of this 
double communion. 

Archimandrite Ignatius Dick, a Greek Catholic priest of 
Aleppo, whose critique is the most enthusiastic, still does not 


120 


Appendix, Response to the Critics 
approve what I said about Uniatism. But he well understood the 
impact of my book: “This book has personal value. It is an interior 
relief of a conscience that does not feel right to remain divided from 
Orthodoxy and would not be eased by breaking from the Roman 
Church, center of primacy and ecclesial charity.” He adds: “It is 
also a prophetic gesture of one who wants to shake the stagnation 
of the ecclesiastical persons responsible and to get around the petty 
distinctions and the slowness of theological dialogue.” 

The archimandrite in question is also very positive. He 
recognized in his report that “Archbishop Zoghby has reason to be 
impatient with the slowness of the ecumenical dialogue...” In 
addition he adds, “If we allow the actual occasions of return to 
communion to pass, do we not risk prolongling the schism for 
centuries?” For centuries! Thank you, dear Father. 


First Objection: Neither Rome nor Orthodoxy will 
declare themselves ready to accept your suggestion of double 
communion. 

Answer: This is obvious, since my suggestion accuses both 
of them and denounces their slowness in restoring communion 
between them; if they were capable of accepting it, they would 
already be united. 

I specified in my book that I asked neither one nor the other 
to approve what I said. “I recognize in advance that neither the 
Roman Church nor Orthodoxy, involved both ecclesiologically and 
canonically, both among themselves and interiorly, can declare 
themselves favorable to my stated position. I would not have run 
such a risk if the Churches had purely and simply accepted my 
gesture” (page 161). 

Father Dick recognized this in his article when he said: 
“Archbishop Zoghby knows well that his suggestion is not ready to 
be accepted and that he received some negative answers from both 
sides.” In fact, there were no negative official responses, only 
silence, which I appreciate nonetheless. 
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Therefore this first objection is not an objection. It only 
notes what is an apparent and normal fact. The Church which 
would welcome my suggestion without reserve would be itself 
capable of doing it. I have my own conscience satisfied and I have 
the firm conviction that many of the consciences of the 
ecclesiastical persons responsible will be less at ease henceforth. 


Second Objection: Some accuse the author of “Tous 
schismatiques?” of minimizing the doctrinal differences between 
the Roman Church and Orthodoxy. 

Answer: It is not only necessary for me to address this 
criticism, but also for all the popes, patriarchs, theologians and 
ecumenists, Catholics and Orthodox, whom I mentioned abundantly 
in my book, and who affirm, on one hand, that the schism between 
Rome and Orthodoxy, is due to “sad historic circumstances” (Pope 
John Paul II), or “to some human elements and considerations” 
(Armenian Orthodox Patriarch Kalustian of Constantinople); and 
they affirm, on the other hand, that Rome and the Orthodox 
Churches agree on “the essential points of our faith” (John Paul IJ), 
on “the fundamental and essential truths of the common faith” 
(Patriarch Kalustian); and finally, “that there is only one Church” 
(Athenagoras I), “only only flock” (Paul VI) and that the Council of 
Florence “had considered the Eastern faithful as a member of one 
part of the same Church, a part with whom it was necessary to 
reestablish the unity of the hierarchy” (Cardinal Willebrands). I 
leave to the reader to carefully re-read in my book (pp. 13-16) all 
the declarations make on this topic by these theologians and 
ecumenists who also “minimize” the existing doctrinal differences 
between Rome and Orthodoxy. I am content to summarize them in 
these words of Father Jean Corbon: “Historically, the doctrinal 
isues appeared only in second place as legitimizers or as corollaries 
[of ruptures of canonical communion].” (Church of the Arabs, p. 
193). 
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Third Objection: Zhe Roman and Orthodox Churches, 
contrary to what you pretend, grant importance to the differences’ 
which separate them and believe they must be dealt with before 
recreating their unity. 

Answer: Despite the reverence that I have for these 
Churches, I allow myself to oppose their point of view. 

First, there are some abstract truths to believe and some 
truths to live. All are to be taken into consideration. But the truths 
to live are more urgent and must be lived in spite of some abstract 
truths on which the Churches are not yet in accord and which do 
not have an impact on the life of people of God. It is a truth of the 
first order and which profoundly affects the life of the Christians, 
that Christ wanted the unity of His disciples, that He made it the 
object of His final prayer and that He sealed it also in His blood. 
This clear and unequivocal will of Christ is intimately bound to the 
teachings of the Savior on the important dogmas: 

— of the Trinity: foundation of Christian unity in diversity: “That 
they may all be one. As You, Father, are in Me and I am in You, 
may they also be in Us...” “That they may be one, as We are one.” 
(John 17: 21, 22). 

— of the Incarnation and Redemption: “That they may be one, so 
that the world may believe that You sent Me... I in them and You in 
Me, that they may become completely one” (John 17: 23). 

— of the Eucharist: this sacrament of unity, radically opposed to 
schism. 

A divided Church, consequently, cannot fully live these 
fundamental dogmas of the faith. Hence, the gravity of schism and 
the urgency of putting an end to it. 

Secondly our Lord explicitly bound the efficacy of our 
testimony to our unity: “That they may be one, so that the world 
may know that You have sent Me.” Therefore what would it serve 
to multiply the truths to believe and to want to impose on others 
our “truths,” of a secondary order, at that, if the division which 
follows prevents people from believing in this first and constitutive 
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truth of our faith, to acknowledge that Jesus Christ is the 
Messenger of the Father? 

Thirdly, all agree on the fact that doctrinal formulations 
have an analogical and relative value and that, apart from the 
essential truths of the faith taught by the Fathers of the Church and 
defined by the ecumenical Councils held by Rome and the united 
Eastern Orthodoxy, no “truth” boasted by either Church, must 
become an obstacle to the execution of the last will of Christ: “That 
they may be one!” 

One could indefinitely discuss the “why” and the “how” of 
revealed truths, without ever putting oneself in accord with all the 
“truths” that the theologians, of one part or another, could 
elaborate until the end of world: “It is notorious,” said Professor 
Evangelos Theodorou, rector of the faculty of Greek Orthodox 
Theology of the University of Athens, “that, seeing the limits of 
human knowledge, no system of dogmatic formulation is capable of 
reassembling all aspects of Revelation in one synthetic view.” 

In the course of the centuries were there not within the 
Roman Catholic Church some theological schools which sometimes 
had divergences among themselves, at least as important as those 
which exist today between Rome and Orthodoxy? 

When the day of the beatific vision will come, we will note 
that a lot of our “truths” and our theological scaffoldings were only 
a devout exercise of our mental faculties, and will be amazed to see 
that it was necessary for us to divide and compromise our 
evangelical testimony a little. 

Fourth, the analogical character of some doctrinal formulations is 
even more apparent when they concern the greatest mysteries, such 
as the Trinity, which makes us only stammer. It infinitely surpasses 
our under-standing and we believe it only because Christ revealed it 
to us. If He allowed us to want and tackle the secrets of the 
trinitarian life modestly, He absolutely forbade us to use our 
differences in the manner of conceiving and expressing this 
trinitarian life as an excuse to break the Christian unity, willed by 
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Christ “even unto death.” Isn’t this the case for the filiogue which 
could be discussed indefinitly and until the end of time? 

It is necessary to deplore the fact that the mystery of the 
Trinity which is, according to the Fathers and theologians, the 
foundation of unity in diversity which must exist between 
Christians, has become a topic of division through the filioque ? 

Fifthly, concerning the mariological “truths” defined in the 
absence of Orthodoxy, and which, according to Paul VI and the 
most authorized Catholic theologians, are not in their Roman 
expression a part of the common deposit of the faith: can these 
mariological “truths,” I say, serve an an excuse to maintain the 
schism? What an offence to the Virgin, the handmaid of Lord: that 
her privileges and their interpretation should prevail to tear apart 
the mystical Body of Christ, her Son, and prohibit the 
accomplishing of His will! Is not the Virgin Mary the Mother of 
God for all, for Rome as well as Orthodoxy? And isn’t this the 
maximum that one can grant her? 

Sixth, as to the privileges of the Bishop of Rome and their 
extent nature. We know that the Roman primacy developed in the 
West under particular circumstances and events of pressure and 
were formulated at Vatican I in terms which would have astonished 
the Fathers of the Eastern Church and maybe also many of the 
Western Fathers. 

And we know and the greatest theologians of the Latin 
Church recognize that Vatican I, held in the absence of Orthodoxy, 
is no more ecumenical nor more infallible than the Council of 
Lyons, which Pope Paul VI qualified as the “sixth general synod 
held in the West.” 

And we know that questions of authority are of a juridical 
rather than a dogmatic order. So much so that the Ecumenical 
Councils which determined the order of the Apostolic Sees and 
acknowledged and recognized the primacy of the bishop of Rome, 
did not judge it useful to consecrate a single meeting for the 
examination of the privileges of the Roman See, despite the 
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frictions which took place, relatively rare as they were because until 
the first millennium the Roman primacy did not involve all that 
Rome attaches to it today. 

Furthermore we know that the authority of the bishop of 
Rome and his primacy never was, for the East, an authority and a 
primacy of divine right (see Chapter Seven, “The Obession With 
Primacy”, above). 

We also know that the exercise of the Roman primacy was 
reduced to reasonable limits during the whole first millennium and 
did not include the authority that the Roman Church later assigned 
to it. So much so that the holy Fathers of the East “refused the 
interference of Rome in their internal affairs.” 

In any case, the people of God, the Church, do not give 
questions of authority the excessive importance that ecclesiastics 
give them, and can no longer accept that Churches remain in schism 
over some conflicts of authority, designed to regulate internally a 
united Church. 

In short, all the questions which I have just enumerated and 
which serve as excuses for maintaining the schism, do not appear at 
all to me sufficient to indefinitely make the will of Christ and His 
last prayer a failure, and to invalidate the testimony of the Church in 
a world which today more than ever has other needs. 


Fourth Objection: What do you make of the “truths” 
defined unilaterally by the Roman Church after the schism? 

Answer: The declarations mentioned above about the 
agreement of the Roman and Orthodox Churches concerning the 
essential truths of the faith being relatively recent, prove that the 
authors of these declarations do not classify the “truths” defined by 
Rome after the schism among the essential truths of the faith. Be 
that as it may, these “Roman” truths no longer constitute an 
insurmountable obstacle to the mending of communion. Indeed: 

a) Many Catholic theologians and ecumenists consider the 
Councils of the West held after the schism, as councils of one 
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particular Church which is the Latin Church and, consequently, not 
as ecumenical or infallible (see Chapter Six, above). If we are right 
in accepting the seriousness of their declarations we must admit in 
strict logic, and by taking into consideration the fidelity of 
Orthodoxy to the substance of the doctrine of the first millennium, 
then nothing prevents henceforth the double communion nor the 
restoration of the communion between Rome and Orthodoxy. The 
problems treated by the Latin councils of the West will be able to 
then be revised and rephrased by the united Roman and Orthodox 
Churches. 

But it seems that among all the “truths” defined by Rome, 
the one which constitutes the most serious obstacle to the 
resumption of communion between Rome and Orthodoxy, is the 
question of the nature of Roman primacy and the extent of its 
authority. If the Churches of the East had never contested the 
particular charism of the Roman Church, they refused the methods 
of its exercise, since they have always refused, according to the 
great historians and Catholic theologians, “the interference of Rome 
in their internal affairs.” “Let the Roman Church now divest itself of 
these methods,” as Father Corbon said in his book, Zhe Church of 
the Arabs, “and act in a manner appropriate to communion, and 
everything could be fundamentally resolved.” 

Vatican II and Paul VI ipso facto excluded these excessive 
modalities in the exercise of Roman primacy by inviting the 
ecumenists to “give consideration. to the nature of the relations 
which existed before the separation,” i.e. to act in a manner 
appropriate to communion, wanting thus to eliminate the major 
obstacle to the Christian unity. But this obstacle still remains to the 
point that the Roman dicasteries, by refusing my project of double 
communion, suggested to the patriarchal Synod in 1975, have only 
invoked a single obstacle among the differences between Rome and 
Orthodoxy: “concerning the origin, the nature and the extent of 
some privileges of the Roman See.” 
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It is always this question of powers, of. privileges and of 
authority, which prevents the mystery of salvation being achieved 
fully in the unity of the People of God. And thus the primacy that 
was offered to the Church as a grace, became the main reason of 
division. Misfortune of misfortunes! 


Fifth Objection: Can one say that the Orthodox Church 
of today is, in all points, the Church of the Fathers, since she is not 
in communion with the See of Rome, like she was in the first 
millennium? 

Answer: The Orthodox Church of today in its entirety did 
not stop believing in the particular charism of the Church of Rome 
as conceived and lived from the time of the Fathers. It is the Roman 
Church that brought about substantial changes to this charism and 
defined it at Vatican I in terms which would have surprised the holy 
Fathers. 

Giuseppe Alberigo, in his book Cardinalato e Collegialita 
(p. 190) says: “The Roman Church established itself at a certain 
time as the epitome of the Roman ecclesiastic communion and the 
communion between the Churches of world, i.e. a substantial 
negation of communion, as it was conceived and achieved in the 
Christianity of the first millennium, either in West, or in East” (pp. 
33, 34). 

“The East,” said Father Maurice Villain, “is not generally 
conscious of a_ primacy of divine right, a primacy instituted by 
Christ, in favor of the person of Peter and his successors” (Rythmes 
du Monde, Bk. IV. Nos. 2, 3). 

On the other hand, on this issue of the Roman primacy, all 
of Orthodoxy stayed faithful to the tradition of its Fathers. In 
Orthodoxy the Bishop of Rome is always “the first bishop of 
Christendom,” as the Ecumenical Patriarch Dimitrios I said. 

On the topic of the expressions “primacy of honor” and 
“primus inter pares” which in no way excludes the proper and 
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traditional charism of the Bishop of Rome, see Chapter Four, “The 
Schism Deepens With Uniatism,” above. 


Sixth Objection: Uniates are the least schismatic of all. 
They wanted to restore Christian unity through Uniatism. 

Answer: If our fathers in Uniatism wanted to renew 
Christian unity by this means, they have singularly failed in their 
goal. They made a Church half-Greek by its liturgy, half-Latin by its 
law, discipline, ecclesiology, and theology; a Church subjected by 
Roman Catholicism, not recognized by Orthodoxy, and which 
constitutes, in this century of ecumenical openness, one of the 
obstacles of the dialogue! And everyone recognizes that the 
dialogue between Rome and Orthodoxy was _ fundamentally 
interrupted following of the creation of the Catholic Churches of 
the East. 

Whether anyone wanted it or not, it is a fact that the Uniates 
reunited with Rome at the price of a schism with Eastern 
Orthodoxy. They knew well that, despite the good relations 
between Rome and its missionaries, on one hand, and Antiochian 
Orthodoxy on the other, a good part of the patriarchate of Antioch 
and nearly the totality of the rest of Orthodoxy, were not favorable 
to the renewal of communion with Rome. The struggle was fierce 
in the patriarchate of Antioch and elsewhere between the partisans 
of the reunion and its adversaries. And the authors of Uniatism 
knew that they could not rejoin the Roman communion, without 
alienating the remainder of Orthodoxy. Thus Father Dick 1s playing 
with words when he says that “Uniatism was originally the negation 
of schism... a rupture with the rupture.” The rupture with the 
rupture was nothing other than a rupture with Orthodoxy. Is one 
blinded by the accomplished fact to the point of wanting to justify it 
at any cost? Today Roman Catholic and Orthodox ecumenists— in 
fact all Christians of good will except for those Uniates, who look 
to please themselves—consider the creation of the united Eastern 
Churches a serious mistake, the fruit of a completely anti- 
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ecumenical mentality. If uniatism was a rupture with the rupture, 
why did Vatican II, which wanted to be a council of unity, 
denounce proselytism? 

And what unity have we achieved with the Roman Church? 
It was, I say it again, an annexation, an absorption. Let us return to 
the archives of our patriarchate, to see the continuous struggle of 
our patriarchs and synods, who strove to transform this annexation 
and this absorption into a true union. And the struggle also 
continues today among us as in other united Eastern communities. 
In addition to the citations in the chapter on Uniatism above, let us 
recall the words of the Archbishop of Lwiw, the confessor Joseph 
Slipyj, who exlaimed to the Vatican II: “My Brothers, have pity on 
us, who are Eastern in the Catholic Church.” 

If this is a rupture with the rupture, if this is the Christian 
unity that our fathers in Uniatism hoped to achieve, they would 
have done better staying where they were and working for unity 
starting from a Orthodox consciousness, it also being Mater and 
Magistra. 


Seventh Objection: Sylvester was chosen by the Synod of 
Constantinople for the See of Antioch; Cyril Tanas, the first 
Uniate Antiochian patriarch, was the one elected by the Synod of 
Damascus. Which one of the two was the legitimate patriarch of 
Antioch? 

Answer: I am not concerned with knowing which one of the 
two elected was “legitimate”. The leadership of Orthodoxy was in 
Constantinople, like that of Eastern Catholics today is in Rome. 
This is a fact against which nothing can be done. Each of the two 
capitals had—or had gave itself—the right to intervene in the 
internal affairs of the Churches which were in communion with it. 
How many Eastern patriarchs and bishops, united to Rome, were 
imposed by Rome, against the will of their patriarchal synods? Do 
we not classify them, rightly or wrongly, as legitimate hierarchs? 
Did not the Catholics of Aleppo, the most unionistic and the most 
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powerful group of the patriarchate of Antioch, acknowledge in 
1724 the Constantinopolitan candidate, Sylvester, as patriarch 
instead of Cyril, the one elected by Damascus? 

Whatever the case may be, “legitimacy” is not the question. 
The continuity of a Church does not depend so much on the person 
placed at its head, but on its fidelity to its heritage and to its 
legitimate traditions. It is very evident that, by their union with 
Rome, the Uniate Churches—not those who remained in 
Orthodoxy—submitted to serious deviations from their traditions in 
all domains. “When a part of one Church united itself to Rome,” 
said Father Emmanuel Lanne, “the other, on the other hand—often 
the majority—of this same Church, remained outside of this Roman 
communion. In one sense the Orthodox part affirms itself very 
much a Church with respect to the Roman communion, whereas, 
from the fact of its union to Rome, the united part loses this 
ecclesiastical conscience and becomes a ‘rite.’ (see /rénikon 1979, 
No. 1, p. 23). 

What can we say about the confiscation of some traditional 
rights of patriarchs and synods which have been, in a large part, 
confiscated by that ‘super-patriarchate’, the Congregation for the 
Eastern Churches, when the holy Fathers and pastors of the 
Churches of the East had for so long refused “the interference of 
Rome in the internal affairs of their Churches”? And what could we 
say about Rome’s insistance on approving—either before or after 
their election— of bishops chosen by a patriarchal synod? Or their 
refusal to recognize any patriarchal jurisdiction over our emigrant 
faithful? Or their insistance on introducing the filioque in the 
Creed? Their modification of our matrimonial legislation? Their 
imposition on the Eastern Churches—with some nuances—of Latin 
Canon Law? Their offering the cardinalate to the Eastern patriarchs 
as a “promotion”? Or their insistance on the substitution of Latin 
seminary manuals to the Fathers of the Orthodox East in the 
formation of our clergy? etc. etc. Even if one is blind he could see, 
in all of this, a rupture with the legitimate traditions of Eastern 
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Orthodoxy. The elected or imposed hierarchs are not those who 
make the continuity of a Church, but rather their fidelity to the 
legitimate traditions of their Fathers, which constitutes its own 
personality and its distinctive patrimony . 


Eighth Objection: Jf the partisans of union with Rome 
had not been persecuted and rejected by the Orthodox, would they 
have constituted a separate Church from Orthodoxy? 

Answer: This objection is, at least, curious. What would its 
author think of it if all the Uniate Churches declared the same 
thing? Does the fact that there have been Melkite, Syrian, 
Armenian, Coptic, and Chaldean Churches, all detached from 
Orthodoxy and constituted as distinct Churches from their 
Churches of origin, prove that their creation was the effect of 
chance, or of their persecution by Orthodox? Who, among us, does 
not know that the missionaries—with the agreement of Rome—had 
in fact, for a long time a pre-established plan to create these Uniate 
Churches? Who, among us, does not know that these same 
Churches, once established, had the mission to “convert” the 
Orthodox not yet “converted” to Roman Catholicism, and that this 
mission had been accomplished in part, more with us than with the 
others, with the moral and material support of Rome, its 
missionaries and some Catholic nations of the west? 

Archimandrite Adrian Chaccour, former archivist of our 
patriarchate and a specialist in the matter, in a recent study, entitled 
Notice historique bréve... spoke about the continuous growth of 
this separatist sentiment in the Greek Melkite Patriarchate of 
Antioch, which led to the creation of our distinct Catholic 
patriarchate. Among other things, he writes that France “was the 
greatest supporter of the Catholic missionaries in the Ottoman 
Empire. After working for sixty years in Aleppo, Damascus, Sidon 
and Tripoli, these missionaries became a great moral power which 
had its role to play in all religious affairs. And thus when the 
Opportunity was offered them in 1686 of placing a Catholic 
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patriarch at the head of the patriarchate of Antioch in the person of 
Athanasius Dabbas, they hastened to displace the legitimate 
Orthodox patriarch, who was the head of this patriarchate for 
fourteen years, and installed Athanasius in his place. Rome blessed 
this accomplished fact and refused to accept the agreement 
concluded between the two patriarchs” (sic). 

Elsewhere, Archimandrite Chaccour said: “Latin missiona- 
ries formed several generations of youth who excelled in all 
domains... especially in translation. There were also a lot of 
translators in the service of the consuls and many others, who 
helped the missionaries edit foreign books in the Arabic language. 
Besides the translators, there was numerous calligraphers, put in 
charge of copying the translated books... These manuscripts were 
widely distributed 1n all the cities of Syria, in Cairo, Alexandria and 
Damietta. The majority of these manuscripts tended to consolidate 
the Roman faith in the heart of the Eastern Christians, many of 
whom were enamoured. It was then that the Orthodox Church 
everywhere, under the aegis of patriarchate of Constantinople, 
started to defend its legitimate heritage in harsh terms...” We could 
not blame the missionaries for causing this rebirth in our country; 
but we return to these texts of Archimandrite Chaccour and 
Cardinal Willebrands, in order to demonstrate that the creation of 
the Eastern Catholic Churches, distinct from Orthodoxy, was not 
the effect of luck, nor of the hostility of the Orthodox, but was 
prepared methodically, for many years, according to a pre- 
established plan and disposed with the powerful means put to its 
service. 

We can no longer blame the Roman Church for having 
wanted to “convert” all the Churches to her. For, she was 
convinced that she alone deserved the title of Church, in the 
theological sense of word, and her pastoral duty was to bring back 
to her all Christendom. With the praestantia ritus latini, as she had 
done in Ethiopia, in Malabar and elsewhere, she had to latinize all 
the Churches and consequently detach them from their origins and 
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constitute them as distinct Churches, making them an integral part 
of the Latin. 

“In order to fight against the reduction provoked by the 
Protestant Reform,” said Father Emmanuel Lanne, “ecclesial unity 
was going to identify itself with a unity, not only of faith, but of 
theology and the uniform organization of some laws and rites. A 
theology of the ‘Sister-churches’ was no longer considered.” 
(Irénikon 1979. No 1, p. 10). Father Y. Congar, in his Notes sur le 
schisme oriental, p. 30, writes: “The Latins considered their 
tradition as being ‘the tradition,’ their formulas the same as the 
Apostles and Fathers; and their practical behavior often was the 
negation of the existence and of the legitimacy of one tradition, one 
rite, one Eastern Church.” 

This being such, the Romans had in conscience to “convert” 
the whole world to latinism. But it is to our fathers in Uniatism that 
we must address our reproaches, those who must have known that 
“in the Roman communion of their time, with its worldwide 
dimensions, the ancient Churches of the East barely had a position,” 
according to Father Lanne (/rénikon 1979, No. 1, p. 16). 

The erection of the Eastern Catholic Churches separate 
from Orthodoxy was therefore made according to a preestablished 
Roman plan and sustained by the most extreme material and moral 
measures, and not under the pure and simple pressure of 
persecutions that the partisans of the union with Rome would have 
undergone from the Orthodox who saw the instruments of the 
separation operated in their Church in them. 

In any case and whatever the reasons were which brought 
our predecessors to do what they did, the central issue of the book 
Tous schismatiques? is not there. The question is rather: do we 
have the right to maintain this situation for many more years and to 
reject the project of double communion, while waiting for the 
dialogue between Rome and Orthodoxy, active at the present, to 
be completed after an infinite time, so that we can affirm it by our 
“placet’? 
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Ninth Objection: Are you not asking the united Eastern 
Churches to purely and simply rejoin Eastern Orthodoxy and to 
merge with her, to submit themselves to the same kind of unity of 
absorption for which you reproach the Roman Church? 

Answer: The unity of absorption which I reproach the 
Roman Church for having wanted to impose on the East at the time 
of the Crusades and afterwards, consists in this fact that one 
particular Church, which is the Latin Church, substituted its own 
tradition, its own rite and even its own prelates for those of other 
Churches, those of the Christian East (see Chapter Three, “The 
Schism Intensifies”, above). These measures were inspired by the 
fact that the Roman Catholics considered the Roman Church as 
being the only Church of Christ, in the theological sense of term, 
and its rite and traditions as being the only valid ones. This same 
politic is practiced again today in part in regards to the united 
Eastern Churches. If Rome permitted these Easterners the 
preservation of their rite, she also imposed on them her law (with 
some nuances), her ecclesiology, matrimonial legislation, central 
government through the Roman Congregation for the Eastern 
Churches, etc. This is called unity by absorption. 

If these united Easterners rejoined Orthodoxy, from whom 
they are separated, and if they recover, by the same fact, within 
Orthodoxy, their law, traditions, ecclesiology, and administrative 
autonomy, while remaining in communion with the Bishop of 
Rome, they will only escape this politic of absorption, which was 
applied to them. In other terms, by incorporating themselves in 
Orthodoxy, which is theirs, they will rediscover themselves. At 
least they do not disown their Orthodox origins. To be oneself is 
the opposite of absorption. 

That the Uniate hierarchs as good Christians and men of 
God surrender their position to Orthodox bishops, or that they 
cooperate with them in hierarchical unity, is one detail, a question 


135 


We Are All Schismatics! 
of persons, in which they must respond in evangelical humility under 
pain of hindering the work of unity. 

Previous Melkite-Greek Catholic patriarchs have often 
declared that they would resign gladly in favor of the Greek 
Orthodox Patriarch of Antioch, in case Rome and Orthodoxy would 
restore their unity. Their bishops would certainly follow their 
example. Why would these arrangements be valid in the case of a 
global reunion between the Roman and Orthodox Churches—to be 
realized, God knows when—but would not be valid in the case 
where the unity would be made locally in the midst of the 
patriarcate of Antioch? Why would such resignations be considered 
virtue in one case and absorption in the other? 

If the Protestants, who are separated from the Latin Church, 
rejoin this same Church purely and simply, would one qualify their 
fusion as absorption in the Latin patriarchate of the West, which is 
their patriarchate of origin? 

In speaking about Jesus Christ, John the Forerunner said: it 
is necessary that he increase and that I decrease. Would it not it be 
necessary that the Church, spouse of Christ and His continuation on 
earth, increase and its servants decrease? 


Tenth Objection: You are hard on the Roman Church and 
deal much too tactfully with Orthodoxy. 

Answer: J affirm explicitly in my book that both share the 
responsibility of the Great Schism, and accuse them both of 
unjustifiable slowness in the renewal of ecclesiastical communion. 

“I love the Roman Catholic Church and I also love 
Orthodoxy. I would willingly give my life as testimony to one or to 
the other. I believe that together, reunited, they form the one, 
unique Church of Jesus Christ. ... I ask both of them to pardon me 
for totally refusing to adhere to the schism that has separated them 
and for arguing against and denouncing the unjustifiable length of 
time it has taken to reclaim their canonical communion” (Chapter 
Fifteen). | Besides: “May my brother bishops, Catholic and 
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Orthodox, permit me to state that they are giving the impression of 
being comfortably installed in schism and in no hurry to come out of 
it” (Chapter Fourteen). 

Have I have not mentioned in Chapter Twelve “the arguments 
between Rome and Byzantium concerning prestige and glory” and 
“the partially successful attempts in the Near East to byzantinize 
Egypt, Syria, Mesopotamia, Palestine and Ethiopia. The assempts 
paralleled those of Rome, which, by the ‘nght of the conqueror’, 
extended its efforts of latinization to all the Christian East?” 

Therefore one cannot accuse me of wanting to excuse 
Orthodoxy for the birth of schism and its maintenance. My 
attachment to the See of Rome first of all is at the heart my problem 
of conscience. If I resign myself to pass purely and simply to 
Orthodoxy, in whom I am conscious of having my faith in Jesus 
Christ, I would have avoided the worries created by my choice of 
the double communion. 

Do I have to add anything to my answer to the great western 
Latin monk who proposed that I pass to Orthodoxy, “Why do we 
Eastern Catholics have to live in schism?. . . No, this time I want to 
be witness of an inter-communion and a reconciliation between the 
Roman and Orthodox Churches, both of whom are authentic, 
apostolic, complementary and faithful to the apostolic teaching and 
to the doctrine of the Fathers and Ecumenical Councils. I want to 
render witness to one and to the other, even though I may have to 
hurl myself against one or the other” (Chapter Fourteen). 

However, if I insisted on the Roman Church’s share of 
responsibility, it is for the reasons that I mentioned in my book. 
Rome, indeed, is at the head of all the Churches and, by the very 
fact, the first one responsible for the rupture and its persistence, 
because “much is expected from one who has received much.” 
Moreover, a considerable part of Orthodoxy lives today under a 
politically hostile regime in the West, which does not allow it the 
liberty of being itself. Finally, could I not make Rome and its 
missionaries assume the whole responsibility for the uniate 
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movement which divided the Orthodox Churches at the time when 
they had the most need of brotherly support from the first of 
Churches, and which put an end to every fraternal relation and 
collaboration between the Roman See and those of the Orthodox 
East? 


Eleventh Objection: Zhe author of “Tous schismatiques?” 
doesn’t seem to take into consideration the role played by the 
united Eastern Churches in the opening of the Christian West to 
Eastern Christianity. 

Answer: It is certain that the united Eastern Churches, 
although latinized and submissive to a regime of absorption—which 
confirms Orthodoxy’s thinking that all unity with the Roman 
Church could only be made to the detriment of the identity of the 
Eastern Churches—could contribute to open the Christians of West 
to the richness of Orthodoxy. We played this role unpretentiously 
by our liturgies and later by a certain capture of conscience of our 
entire heritage. 

We served as interlocutors of the Roman Church in the 
absence of complete dialogue between Rome and Orthodoxy. 
However, this role could only be reduced by the fact that we have 
been made in the image of our Latin masters who gave us more 
than they received from us. After many years of isolation this did 
not forbid them from opening their eyes to the existence of other 
Churches, other authentic Apostolic Sees, and rites other than the 
Latin. 

If, on the whole, the united Eastern Churches are also far 
from living their patrimony fully, some among them served the 
cause of Christian unity by constantly reclaiming the right to 
conform to the requirements of this patristic and legitimate 
Christian patrimony. 

But it is certain, on the other hand, that the Uniate 
movement put an end to some fraternal relations and collaboration 
between Rome and Orthodoxy, which went in the sense of the 
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communion, especially within the patriarchate of Antioch. We 
mentioned some examples of these relations, even communicatio in 
sacris, in Chapter Fourteen of the book. And it is not sure that the 
persistence of such relations—if they had not been interrupted by 
uniatism—-would not have served the cause of unity more than the 
modest role played by the Uniates who, until now, are still 
struggling to liberate themselves from Latin tutelage. 

In any case, the united Eastern Churches no longer have the 
same role to play, since the Roman and Orthodox Churches have 
entered into direct contact between themselves, and the Latin 
ecumenists and some men of the Church in the West are more open 
to Orthodoxy than most Uniates, acclimated as they are to the 
traditions of the Christian West. 

However, the question is not knowing what the united 
Eastern Churches could do until now, but what they have to do 
today. The Roman and Orthodox Churches are in direct rapport 
between themselves and no longer have need of our patronage. 
Will we henceforth be simple spectators? Will we resign ourselves 
to a slow death since all proselytism is happily forbidden us? Do 
we not have a specific role, that confers on us quality of being 
Easterners and Catholics at the same time, convinced of the funda- 
mental authenticity of the Roman and Orthodox Churches? Hasn’t 
the time come for us to shake one another’s torpor, after a 
millennium of separate evolution and of reciprocal hostility, which, 
in spite of their timid dialogue, have strengthened their positions 
and put them in the psychological impossibility of uniting, before 
have regulated a disputed matter which does not at all affect essential 
Christian doctrine? 

In the absence of all hope of unity soon or reasonably 
distant, the idea of double communion is imposed in my conscience 
as a Christian and as a bishop. I do not know any other way to 
answer this need of my soul other than beseeching the Churches not 
to indefinitely prolong the suffering of Christ in his Body which is 


the Church. 
139 


We Are All Schismatics! 


Twelfth Objection: Knowing that his gesture will not be 
accepted without reserve either by Rome or by Orthodoxy, the 
author does not in fact express a devout desire. 

Answer: This is a simplification of things. Recall, that just 
as, in cases where baptism cannot be administered, “baptism of 
desire” is a real baptism and equally produces salvation, the same 
may be said for an ecclesiastical “communion of desire.” In cases 
where the Churches, who share the same faith substantially, do not 
want or could not achieve full communion, this desire is equally a 
real communion and removes the schism for the one who wants it. 

However, the author of Tous Schismatiques? 1s not satisfied 
expressing a desire. He made a profession of public faith, affirming 
the re-integration of one and undivided Church tn equality Roman 
and Orthodox Catholic. A profession of faith 1s a real engagement 
which effectively has the power to save or damn whoever makes it. 

When this profession of faith is made by a bishop who is 
qualified to teach and who is being sensible about law, a teacher of 
the doctrine, this profession of faith 1s no longer a devout desire, 
but an event. 
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New York: Herder and Herder). A wider collection of his writings from this 
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